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bility, that what we call our way of life
has worked here, and can work wherever free-
doms and responsibilities are kept balanced
and controlled by a wise and informed citi-
zenry and its leaders. The heritage of our
country’s past, in which peoples out of many
races have made great contributions, is evi-
dence of the capability of people to live
together, work together, in understanding,
and toward common goals that are positive
and creative. It is filne, and certainly, I
should think, in the best spirit of the Jewish
and Christian faith, that we have such op-
portunities as this to meet together to give
thanks to God for what has come down to
us. Let us go away from this place with a
new resolution in our hearts and minds—
that we will be promoters of understanding,
of cooperation, of continuing responsibility
to the common and universal elements of
our faiths that have brought us to this time.

Appress BY Epcar J. NaTHAN, Jr.

I am honored to have been invited to par-
ticipate in this afternoon’s celebration com-
memorating the 300th anniversary of the
first Jewish settlement in this country. It is
a beautiful tribute to our American way of
life wherein all faiths join in perpetuating
America’s religious ideals.

It is indeed fitting that St. Mark's Church
In-the-Bouwerle is the sponsor and host
today, and it is particularly appropriate that
the ceremonies are being held in its church
for two very special reasons. In the first
place, as you have heard, there lies buried
here Peter Stuyvesant, the governor of New
Amsterdam In 1654. And in the second place
{as many of you know) the Jews and other
neighbors helped repair and rebuilt the four-
faced clock in the belfry of this church as
did the Jews and other neighbors of Trinity
Church in the early 16th or 17th century help
reconstruct the steeple on that church, then
as now on Broadway at Wall Street.

I am delighted at this opportunity to talk
about some things our ancestors, and our
contemporaries, have done—things that give
evidence of a very precious freedom, the
freedom to participate in the life of our
country.

Coupled with this is another precious
right—the right to be different from our
neighbors, and their right to be different
from us.

These are freedoms that make our Nation
great, that enable a Jew to be both an Amer-
ican and a Jew, a Protestant to be an Amer-
jcan and a Protestant and a Catholic to be
an American and a Catholic. That makes
it possible for American culture to benefit
from the peculiarly individual contributions
of the various groups of people that make up
America.
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In his letter to the Hebrew Congregation of
Newport, R. I, George Washington sum-
marized this significant greatness of Amer-
ica when he wrote in August 1790:

“The citizens of the United States of Amer=
ica have a right to applaud themselves for
having given to mankind examples of an
enlarged and liberal policy; a policy worthy
of imitation. All possess alike liberty of con-
science and immunities of citizenship. It is
now no more that tolerance is spoken of, as
if it was by the indulgence of one class of
people, that another enjoyed the exercise of
their inherent natural rights. For happily
the Government of the United States, which
gives to bigotry no sanction, to persecution
no assistance, requires only that they who
live under its protection, should demean
themselves as good citizens, in giving it on
all occasions their effectual support.”

Here, George Washington summed up for
all time the essence of American freedom;
the ideal for which all of us—Jews and non-
Jews—have striven and are striving. These
are the self-evident truths of man’s equality
under democratic government, which guar-
antees his “life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.” These are the things the first
Jewish settlers sought to gain when they
came here in September 1654 and faced the
despotic Gov. Peter Stuyvesant. These are
the things summed up in the theme of the
American-Jewish Tercentenary: “Man's Op-
portunities and Responsibilities Under Free-
dom.”

The American Jewish tercentenary Just
concluding its year-long celebation will, it is
hoped, inform every one of us in America,
and possibly throughout the world, what his-
tory has recorded; that the freedoms we all
cherish and enjoy in America came into be-
ing through the cooperation of all faiths.
History establishes that it was not only one
man, or one group, or one religion, that
brought this about. It was accomplished by
the religious groups of all faiths, and it was
the spiritual values that stem from religion
which gave the lifeblood to the determined
ficht which resulted in the establishment of
the freedoms we now enjoy.

The history of these 300 years has cer-
tainly taught us the values of these free-
doms. It has shown us that, by the exercise
of understanding between people, they can
achieve their ideals, their goals, and that war
is not necessary. There have been wars be-
fore and during these 300 years, but they
have been futile wars, all except our own war
for independence. Going backward, the Sec-
ond World War has not yet resulted in peace,
indeed, if it is yet ended. The First World
War led to the Second World War. Battles
were won, but the goals for which the wars
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were fought were not achieved. The only
times when there has been spiritual prog-
ress and peace in the world has been when
there has been understanding among the
people. An instance—perhaps the most sig-
nificant one to us, at least—that is proof of
this, is the birth of the United States. It
was made possible, in the first instance, by
the 23 Jews who landed here in 1654, who,
with others, fought for their human rights
and won them, not only for themselves but,
in the words of Peter Stuyvesant, for the “Lu-
therans and Papists,” as well. It was one of
the great landmarks in the ancient Dutch
tradition of religious freedom and human
decency when, just 300 years ago last month,
the Dutch West India Co., overruling the
edict of Gov. Peter Stuyvesant, granted
these first Jewish settlers permission to re-
main in the Dutch colony of New Amster-
dam. By the time of the Revolution, 100
years or so later, these freedoms were firmly
entrenched on American soil. The war was
fought to preserve them and to establish
what became the United States of America.
That war was won; its goals were achleved;
and the ideals, the preservation of which
made that war necessary, were maintained
and have survived unto this day. It is for us
to keep them strong.

Last October, at the American Jewlish
national tercentenary opening dinner in this
city, President Dwight D. Eisenhower sald:
“We have come together in memory of an in-
spiring moment in history—that moment,
300 years ago, when a small band of Jewish
people arrived. * * * It was an event mean-
ingful not only to the Jews of America but to
all Americans—of all faiths, of all national
origins.”

He continued: “On that day there came to
these shores 23 people whose distant an-
cestors had, through the Old Testament,
given new dimensions of meaning to the con-
cept of freedom and justice, mercy and
righteousness, kindness and understanding—-
ideas and ideals which were to flower on this
continent, They were of a people who had
done much to give to Western civilization the
prineciple of human dignity; they came to a
land which would flourish—beyond all 17th
century dreams—because it fostered that
dignity among its citizens. Of all religious
concepts,” sald the President of the United
States, “this bellef in the infinite worth of
the individual is beyond doubt among the
most important. On this faith our fore-
fathers constructed the framework of our
Republic.”

Let us seriously ponder and long re-
member the words of this great leader, They
may contain the key to the future for many
of us in this land.

SENATE

TruURsDAY, APRIL 28, 1955

(Legislative day of Monday, April 25,
1955)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. C. Stanley Lowell, minister, Vir-
ginia Beach Methodist Church, Virginia
Beach, Va., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, who guidest the stars
in their courses, who considerest the fate
of the nations, and who carest for all
the sons of men—even unto the last and
the least—we rejoice in another day to
serve. What we have done and been
Thou knowest. What is in us to achieve
Thou knowest. Help us to repent of our
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wrongs, to learn from our mistakes, and
to hold fast to that which is good.

We pray for the Members of this body,
humbly thankful for their service to their
country and to mankind. Bring to their
deliberations and decisions the wisdom
that is from above. Equip their power
with restraint and their knowledge with
humility. Teach them when to shift and
accommodate and when to stand fast.
Imbue their realism with idealism and
their idealisrc with realism. Let there
be that nice balance between the things
that ought to be done and the things
that can be done, so that the two may
be constantly merged in helpful action.

As we pray for them, we pray for the
Nation they represent—a nation bearing
awful responsibilities in a frightening
time. Bestow upon its citizens the boon
of self-discipline. Grant them such in-
tegration of character that, seeing the

right, and knowing the right, they may

do the right. May virtue be the un-

dergirding of their power. Let their

strength be as the strength of ten be-

cause their hearts are pure. We pray

k‘gough Him whom men call Saviour.
en.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tilesday, April 26, 1955, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill (S.
1722) to authorize the Atomic Energy
Commission to construet a modern office
building in or near the District of Co-
Kimbia to serve as its principal office.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4647) to
amend the rice marketing quota provi-
sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills,
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

H. R.2107. An act to amend the National
Defense Facilities Act of 1950 to provide for
additional facilities necessary for the admin-
istration and training of units of the Reserve
components of the Armed Forces of the
United States, and for other purposes; and

H.R.4954. An act to amend the Clayton
Act by granting a right of action to the
United States to recover damages under the
antitrust laws, establishing a uniform stat-
ute of limitations, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

8.1722. An act to authorize the Atomic
Energy Commission to construct a modern
office building in or near the District of
Columbia to serve as its principal office; and

H.R. 4647. An act to amend the rice mar-
keting quota provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred as indi-
cated:

H. R.2107. An act to amend the National
Defense Facilities Act of 1950 to provide for
additional facilities necessary for the admin-
istration and training of units of the Re-
serve components of the Armed Forces of the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

. H.R.4954. An act to amend the- Clayton
Act by granting a right of action to the
United States to recover damages under the
antitrust laws, establishing a uniform
statute of limitations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

DEVELOPMENT OF AGRICULTURE'S
HUMAN RESOURCES—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 149)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States relating
to the development of agriculture’s
human resources, which was referred to
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the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

(For President’s message, see House
proceedings of April 27, 1955, p. 5149,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, April 28, 1955, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1722) to au-
thorize the Atomic Energy Commission
to construct a modern office building in
or near the District of Columbia to serve
as its principal office.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
statements made during the routine
morning hour be limited to 2 minutes.

The FRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to state, for the in-
formation of the Senate, that the un-
finished business is Calendar No. 222,
Senate bill 14, a bill to direct the Secre-
tary of the Army to convey certain prop-
erty located in Austin, Travis County,
Tex., to the State of Texas, which was
reported unanimously by the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

At the conclusion of the morning hour
the Senate will consider that bill; and I
expect action on that measure to be fol-
lowed by the consideration of Calendar
No. 223, a bill (S. 148) to direct the Sec-
retary of the Army to convey certain
property located in Polk County, Iowa,
and described as Camp "Dodge, to the
State of Towa; Calendar No. 224, a hill
(8. 653) to provide for the conveyance of
Jackson Barracks, Louisiana, to the State
of Louisiana, and for other purposes;
Calendar No. 225, a bill (8. 933) to facili-
tate the settlement of the accounts of
deceased members of the uniformed serv-
ices, and for other purposes; Calendar
No. 226, a bill (8. 1094) to amend section
402 of the Federal Employees Uniform
Allowance Act, approved September 1,
1954; Calendar No. 228, a joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 107) to permit the United
States of America to release reversionary
rights in a 36.759-acre tract to the Vine-
land School District of the County of
Kern, State of California; Calendar No.
229, a joint resolution ¢S. J. Res, 60) di-
recting a study and report by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture on burley tobacco
marketing controls; Calendar No. 231, a
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 23)
relating to the importance of hospitals
and the appropriate observance of Na-
tional Hospital Week; and Calendar No.
232, a bill (S. 1271) to authorize the
the appointment in a civilian position in
the Department of Justice of Brig. Gen.
Edwin B. Howard, United States Army,
retired, and for other purposes.

I might say that at the last session I
discussed these bills and resolutions with
the distinguished minority leader, and
he agreed to their consideration. I have
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asked the aides of the Senate to inform
interested committee chairmen and Een-
ators that the bills and resolutions will
be taken up.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

REPORTS ON VIOLATIONS OF OVEROBLIGATIONS
OF APPROPRIATIONS

A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting, pursuant to law, 26 reports on
overohligations of appropriations received
from the Departments of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Appropriations.

REPoRT OF FoOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
CoMMISSION

A letter from the Chalirman, Forelgn
Claims Settlement Commission of the United
States, Washington, D. C., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of that Commission,
covering its activities as of December 31,
1954 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
REPEAL OF SecrioN 1157, Trrie 18, UNITED

STATES CODE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to repeal section 1157 of title 18
of the United States Code, as amended (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.
Laws ENACTED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCILS OF

ST. THOMAS AND ST. JOHN, AND ST. CROIX,

Ve Xe

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
coples of laws enacted by the Municipal
Councils of St. Thomas and St. John, and
St. Croix, V. I. (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

PROPOSED CoONCESSION CoONTRACT, MoUNT
RAINIER NATIONAL PARK, WASH,

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a proposed concession contract, within
Mount Rainier National Park, Wash. (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs,

SamUuEL E. ArroYo

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
for the rellef of Samuel E. Arroyo (with
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

CONSTRUCTION OF INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to authorize appropriations for com-
pleting the construction of the Inter-
American Highway, and for other purposes
(with- accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

DisPosITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of papers and documents on the files of sev-
eral departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment which are not needed in the con-
duct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap-
pointed Mr. JounsTOoN of South Carolina
and Mr. CarrsoN members of the com-
mittee on the part of the Senate.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Public Works:

“Senate Joint Resolution 17

*“Joint resolution relative to the inclusion of
United States Highway 101 (from Los
Angeles to the Oregon State line) and
United States Highway 189 (from Crescent
City to the Oregon State line) in the na-
tional system of interstate highways

“Whereas United States Highway 101,
which traverses the State of California from
the international boundary line near Tia
Juana to the Oregon State line via Los An-
geles, San Francisco, Eureka, and Crescent
City, is one of the most important highways
in this State, carrying as it does a tremen-
dous volume of international, interstate, and
local vehicular traffic; and

“Whereas United States Highway 199,
which joins United States Highway 101 at
Crescent City in this State and traverses the
inland area of the State of Oregon by way of
Grants Pass, is also an interstate artery of
major importance, carrying heavy traffic of
all types; and

“Whereas United States Highways 101 and
199, which are included in the Federal pri-
mary highway system, are essential links in
the interstate and international highway
system of the Nation; and

“Whereas In the event of atomic attack or
any other national defense emergency on the
west coast, United States Highway 101 would
assume even greater importance as an avenue
for necessary evacuation of inhabitants of
urban areas and transportation of clvil-de-
fense equipment and personnel; and

“Whereas the only form of ground trans-
portation between Grants Pass and Crescent
City is via United States Highway 199 and
between Crescent City and Eureka is via
United States Highway 101 (both being sec-
tions of State Highway Route 1), there being
no railroad facilities between these points;
and

“Whereas under section 7 of the Federal-
Aild Highway Act of 1944, provision was made
for the selection of a national system of in-
terstate highways not exceeding 40,000 miles
in total extent, so located as to connect by
routes, as direct as practicable, the principal
metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial
centers, to serve the national defense, and
to connect at sultable border points with
routes of continental importance in the
Dominion of Canada and the Republic of
Mexico; and

“Whereas additional allocations of Fed-
eral-aid highway funds are made by Con-
gress for expenditure on this national system
of interstate highways, as evidenced by the
additional allocation of $175 million in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and $175
milllon in the fiscal year ending June 30,
1957, made by the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1954 for this purpose; and

“Whereas the Congress is now In the
process of enacting legislation which would
supply hundreds of millions of additional
funds for the national system of interstate
highways; and

“Whereas the President of the United
States has recommended ‘that the Federal
Government assume primary responsibility
for the cost of a modern interstate network
to be completed by 1864 to include the most
essential urban arterial connections at an
annual average cost of $2.5 billion’ for the
next 10 years; and

“Whereas while the portion of United
States Highway 101 in this State from the
Mexican border to the city of Los Angeles
was included in this national system of in-
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terstate highways, the remainder thereof
from Los Angeles to the Oregon boundary
was left out of said system, as was United
States Highway 199, and neither are at the
present time included therein; and

“Whereas it is felt by the people of the
State of California that it is imperative for
the sake of interstate and international ve-
hicular traffic and national defense, that all
of United States Highway 101 in this State,
and also all of United States Highway 199, be
included in the natlonal system of inter-
state highways and thereby be eligible for
the additional Federal-aid highway funds
expended on such highways in order to bring
portions of said highways up to the stand-
ards necessary to adequately handle the vol-
ume of traffic now in existence on said high-
ways and the certain increase thereof due to
the continuing growth in the population of
this State and to cope with the increased
burdens which will be placed on said high-
ways In case of a national defense emer-
gency; and

“Whereas the County Supervisors Assocla-
tion of California, at its annual convention
in Los Angeles last September 1954, adopted
a resolution urging the inclusion of United
States Highways 101 and 199 in the national
system of interstate highways, indicating
statewide support: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President, the Con-
gress of the United States, the Secretary of
Commerce, the Commissioner of the Bureau
of Public Roads, the California Highway
Commission, and the State department of
public works to take whatever steps are nec-
essary to include the highways described in
this resolution in the natlonal system of in-
terstate highways; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate be hereby directed to transmit copies of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States, to the
Becretary of Commerce and the Commission-
er of the Bureau of Public Roads, to the
chairman and members of the California
Highway Commission and the director of
public works, to the County Supervisors As-
sociation of California, and to the super-
visors unit of the Redwood Empire Associa-
tion; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate
be hereby directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President of the Oregon
State Senate, to the speaker of the Oregon
State House of Representatives, and to the
chairman and members of the Oregon State
Highway Commission, with letters of trans-
mittal expressing the friendly greetings of
the California State Legislature and the hope
that the Oregon State Legislature, now in
session, will take similar action calling for
inclusion of sections of United States High-
ways 199 and 101 within the State of Oregon
in the national system of interstate highways
and also that the agencies concerned in the
States of Oregon and California may work co-
operatively together for the accomplishment
of common objective, in the public interest
nationally.”

A current resolution of the Legislature of
the State of New York; to the Committee on
the Judiciary:

*“Concurrent resolution of the senate and

assembly memorializing the Congress of
the United States to cede and grant to
the State of New York and/or the city of
New York jurisdiction over and the title
to all of the lands, properties, and facili-
ties located at Ellis Island, to be used as
a clinic for the reception, care, treatment,
and rehabilitation of chronie alecholics
“Whereas the Federal Government has re-
cently abandoned the use of the lands, prop-
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erties, and facilities located at Ellis Island in
the harbor of the city of New York which it
has operated for many years as a center for
the reception, care, custody, and p:
of persons immigrating into this country;
and
“Whereas the sald lands, properties, and
facilities are no longer being operated or
maintained by the Federal Government for
any purpose whatsoever, and unless properly
and continuously maintained they will in-
evitably deteriorate through nonuse and will
ultimately become obsolete, uninhabitable,
and valueless for any purpose; and
“Whereas the State of New York and the
city of New York are in dire need of addi-
tional facilities for the reception, care, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation of chronic alco-
holics; and
“Whereas it 1s the sense of the people of
the State of New York, as manifested by the
considered judgment of their duly elected
representatives in the legislature, that the
lands, properties, and facilities at Ellis Island
are ideally suitable for and can be readily
converted into a well-equipped clinic for the
reception, care, treatment, and rehabilita-
tion of chronie aleoholics, to be operated and
maintained by the State or the city of New
York, or jointly by both the State and the
city of New York: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved (if the senate concur), That the
Congress of the United States be, and it is
hereby, respectiully memorialized to enact
with all convenient speed such legislation as
may be necessary to cede and grant to the
State of New York and/or the city of New
York jurisdiction over and/or the title to all
of the lands, properties, and facilities at Ellis
Island, formerly used by the Federal Govern-
ment as a reception center for immi s,
for use by the State and/or the city of New
York as a clinic for the reception, care, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation of chronic alco-
holies; and be it further
“Resolved (if the senate coneur), That
copies of this resolution be immediately
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Secretary of the Senate of the
United States, and the Clerk of the House
of Representatives of the United States, and
to each Member of Congress duly elected
from the State of New York, and that they
be urged to devote themselves to the task
of accomplishing the purpose of this reso-
Tution.
“By order of the assembly.
“ANSLEY B. BOREOWSKI,
“Clerk.”
“In s=enate, April 1, 1955, concurred in
without amendment.
“By order of the senate.
“WiLLiaM S. EIng,
“Secretary.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawali; to the Committee on
Appropriations:

“Joint Resolution 6

“Joint resolution requesting the Congress of
the United States of America to appropriate
moneys for marketing reporting and crop-
estimating work in Hawail
“Whereas the Congress of the United States

of America has appropriated funds to the

Agricultural Marketing Service of the United

States Department of Agriculture for the

maintenance of crop estimating and market

reporting service in most mainland agricul-
tural areas; and

“Whereas the Territory of Hawail now
maintains crop estimating and market re-
porting services solely through the Agricul-
tural Extension Service of the University of
Hawalii;

“Whereas crop estimates and market re-
ports_are an indispensable ald to farmers,
dealers, military, and governmental consum=-
ers, and the general public; and

“Whereas the production information cov-
ers commodities having an annual wholesale
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value of approximately $40 million and the
market information covers approximately $50
million; and

“Whereas the Territory of Hawail is an
integral part of the United States of America,
paying its full share of Federal taxes and is
being denied equal treatment with the
States; and

“Whereas the Territory of Hawall because
of its geographical position is in greater need
than most of the States of having complete
and accurate information on prospective
crop harvests and market conditions: Now,
therefore,

“Be it enacted by the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii:

“SecrioN 1. The Congress of the United
States of America is hereby respectfully re-
quested and urged to include in the current
budget of the Agricultural Marketing Service
of the United States Department of Agricul-
ture an appropriation of $16,000 to the mar-
ket reporting division and $25,000 to the
agricultural estimating division thereof to be
expended in Hawaiil for crop estimates and
market reports in cooperation with the Agri-
cultural Extension Service of the University
of Hawaili.

“SEc. 2. Duly authenticated copies of this
joint resolution shall be forwarded to the
President of the United States, to the Presi-
dent of the Senate of the United States, to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
of the United States, to the Delegate to Con-
gress from Hawall, and to the Secretary of
Agriculture.

“Sec. 8. This joint resolution shall take
effect upon its approval.

“Approved this 22d day of April A. D. 1955.

“SaMUEL WILDER KING,
“Governor of the Territory of Hawaii.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the Territory of Hawaii; to the Commit-
tee on Finance:

“House Concurrent Resolution 59

*“Concurrent resolution requesting the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to consider favorably the proposed revi-
sion of the Philippine Trade Act of 1946

*“Whereas a spirit of good will and amity
exists between the Republic of the Philip-
pines and the United States of America, and
the Republic of the Philippines stands as a
trusted friend of the United States in the
Pacific and the Far East; and

“Whereas the young Republic of the Phil-
ippines is valiantly and conscientiously at-
tempting to achieve economic self-suffici-
ency and stability and a sound governmental
budget through the development of its
natural resources, industrial plants, and
commercial enterprises; and

“Whereas part of this economic develop-
ment will be dependent upon the ability of
the Philippine Republic to import the in-
dustrial machinery, equipment, and tools
necessary to this development, and such im-
portation requires a favorable balance of
trade with other nations, particularly the
United States; and

“Whereas United States Government ex-
penditures in the Philippines have declined
from an average annual figure of $345 million
during 1946 to 1950 to a sum slightly over
$140 million in the years 1951 to 1853, and
the dutes foregone by the Philippine Repub-
lic on United States imports were three times
those foregone by the United States on Phil-
ippine imports from 1846 to 1954 under the
Philippine Trade Act of 1946; and

“Whereas the Philippine Trade Act of 1946
(Bell Trade Act) is now undergoing revision
in the Congress of the United States and
such a trade agreement is of vital importance
to the United States and the Republic of the
Philippines: Now, therefore, be it =

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the 28th Legislature of the Territory of
Hawaii (the senate concurring), That the
President and the Congress of the United
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States are hereby respectfully requested to
give favorable consideration to the following
provisions of the proposed revision to the
Philippine Trade Act of 1946: The accele-
ration of duties on imports to the Philip-
pines from the United States and the decele-
ration of duties on imports to the United
States from the Philippines; the removal of
certain commodities from absolute guotas
with proper and judicious safeguards; a 12-
month restrictive quota or quotas on certain
commodities as necessary by both countries
to safeguard their domestic production; the
mutual protection from discriminatory ex-
port taxation by either country; the deletion
of currency and exchange provisions and
the inclusion of ‘treaty merchant status’
provisions applicable to aliens of the two
countries; the mutualization of rights of the
citizens of one country engaged in business
in the other and the reciprocity of non-
discrimination; and the requirement that
neither eountry be compelled to furnish any
information contrary to its national secu-
rity; and be it further

‘“Resolved, That certified copies of this con-
current resolution be transmitted to the
President of the United States, to the Presi-
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the Congress of
the United States, President of the Philip-
pines, and to the Delegate to Congress from
the Territory of Hawaii.”

A resolution adopted by the convention
of the Wisconsin State Federation of Labor,
A. F, of L., at Eau Claire, Wis., relating to
unfair import competition under the present
Trade Agreements Act; to the Committee on
Finance.

Resolutions adopted by Marian Counecil,
No. 3852, Knights of Columbus, Cutchogue,
and Rev. James V., Rogan Council, No. 18186,
Enights of Columbus, Central Islip, both of
the State of New York, favoring the enact-
ment of Senate Joint Resolution 1, relating
to the treatymaking power; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the Council of the
city of Dearborn, Mich., protesting against
the enactment of legislation to exempt pro-
ducers of natural gas from regulation by
Federal Power Commission; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

A resolution adopted by a convention of
the Los Angeles District, California Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs, at Santa Monica,
Calif., relating to wages pald in the Forest
Service; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. HICEENLOOPER:
A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Iowa; to the Commit=-
tee on Finance:

“House Concurrent Resolution 20

“Whereas the United States Supreme Court
in an opinion written in the case of Kern-
Limerick, Ine. v. Scurlock (347 U. 8. 110)
has held that a contractor with Federal
agency can be constituted a Federal pur-
chasing agent in the absence of a Federal
act prohibiting this, and thereby the con-
tractor's purchases and use of tangible per-
sonal property are immunized from State
taxation; and

“Whereas under the rule established by
this opinion practically any activity engaged
in by a private contractor on hehalf of a
Federal agency can be immunized from any
State taxation by appropriate contract
phraseology, resulting in serious interference
with State and local powers of taxation con-
trary to the established policy of Congress
and the expressed will of the executive
branch of the Federal Government; and

“Whereas no additional rights of taxation
are sought on behalf of the States, only the
restoration and the preservation of these
rights which existed prior to the pronounce-
ment of the rule here complained of; and

“Whereas if there is to be any withdrawal
from the sovereign States of the Union of
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any portion of their power to tax Govern-
ment contractors there should be an eqgual
withdrawal from the Federal Government of
its power to tax State employees and con-
tractors, to the end that the power to tax
shall remain in balance: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of the 56th Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of lowa (the sen-
ate concurring), That the general assem-
bly respectfully memorializes the Congress
of the United States to enact as speedily as
possible legislation which will secure and
make certain to the States of the Union and
the power and right to levy and collect any
nondiscriminatory privilege tax upon any
privilege exercised under the protection and
authority of the law of any State of the
Union, except such taxes the direct inci-
dence of which would be upon the United
States.”

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a resolution of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Iowa, identical
with the foregoing, which was referred to
the Committee on Finance.)

By Mr. PASTORE (for himself and Mr,
GREEN) @

A resolution adopted by the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island; to the
Committee on Public Works:

“Resolution memorializing Congress to ini-
tiate action by the Army engineers for the
development and improvement of harbor
facilities in the town of Bristol

“Whereas the town of Bristol has always
been a center of maritime activity; and

“Whereas the prosperity of the State of
Rhode Island depends to a great extent upon
ample harbor facilities, not only for the use
of its thriving industry but also as a means
of sending forth its manufactured products
into the stream of interstate and foreign
commerce; and

“Whereas the harbor of the town of Bristol
is an important element in the potential
commercial harbor facilities of the State;
and

“Whereas said harbor of the town of Bris=
tol would provide an excellent base of oper-
ation for shipping of all types if said harbor
were to be properly dredged and improved:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Senators and Repre-
sentatives of the State of Rhode Island in
the Congress of the United States are hereby
respectfully requested to initiate action by
the Army engineers for the dredging and
improvement of the harbor at Bristol; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state is
hereby authorized to transmit to the Sena-
tors and Representatives from Rhode Island
in the Congress of the United States, duly
certified copies of this resolution.”

A resolution of the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island; to the Committee
on Finance:

“Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States in behalf of a study of
the Federal liguor tax policy and the en-
actment of legislation to reduce the pres-
ent excessively high tax rate
“Whereas the 21st amendment to the Con-

stitution of the United States vests in the

individual States control over the trade in
and use of alcoholic beverages; and
“Whereas in the exercise of such control

46 States including the State of Rhode Island

have recognized the compelling demand for

alcoholic beverages, and have enacted laws
to protect the health, welfare, safety, and
morals of the people by allowing only those
who are morally responsible to engage in the
production and distribution of alcoholic
beverages, and by strictly supervising such
production and distribution; and

“Whereas the aforesald 46 States have lev-
ied excise taxes on alcoholic beverages for
the purposes of encouraging temperance,
reimbursing the States for their costs in
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maintaining such striet supervision and
control, and providing revenue; and in fix-
ing the amount of these excises, States have
sought an optimum figure which will
achieve a balance between the three enu-
merated objectives; and

“Whereas the Federal Government has so
substantially increased its excise tax,on alco-
holic beverages that the consumer price of
such beverages has risen to several times
their cost of production; and

“Whereas the result of such increase in
consumer price has been to divert many
sales from the controlled distribution sys-
tem set up by the State of Rhode Island to
the bootleg industry with an accompanying
disregard for law, danger to the health of its
citizens, and loss of revenue to both State
and Federal Governments; and

“Whereas it iz the considered judgment
that the Federal Government has raised its
excises beyond the optimum level consistent
with the objectives of taxation and control;
and has taken from the State of Rhode
Island the power to restore the proper bal-
ance: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island, in order to elim-
inate bootlegging, restore respect for law
and order, and provide adequate revenues
for both State and Federal Governments,
does hereby memorialize and petition the
Congress of the United States to study the
Federal liguor tax policy and enact legisla-
tion reducing the present excessively high
tax rate; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of State is
hereby authorized to transmit to the Presid-
ing Officer of the Senate of the United States
and to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States and to the
Senators and Representatives from Rhode
Island in the Congress of the United States
duly certified coples of this resolution.”

By Mr. EERR (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) :

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry:

“Senate Concurrent Resolution 18

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
President of the United States and his
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tlons not to approve the reported recom-
mendations of the Committee on Federal
Ald to Agriculture relative to transfer of
the function of soil conservation technical
assistance to the various States

“Whereas the Committee on Federal Ald
to Agriculture, a subcommittee of the Presi-
dent's Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, has reportedly recommended to
the Commission the transfer of the function
of soll conservation technical assistance to
the various States; and

“Whereas the National Assoclation of Soll
Conservation Districts, representing more
than 2,600 soil-conservation districts in the
United States, and the Oklahoma Associa-
tion of Soil Conservation Districts, repre-
senting 86 soil-conservation districts in this
State, along with other individuals, groups,
and organizations who are vitally interested
in the program, are opposed to the reported
recommendation; and

“Whereas if the reported recommendation
is approved, it would place an inordinately
heavy financial burden upon the State of
Oklahoma, since the contemplated State ap-
propriation each biennium would amount to
a sum in excess of §4 milllon in addition to
sums now being appropriated if assistance
to local soil-conservation districts iz to be
maintained at current levels; and

“Whereas such program would greatly re-
tard, if not eventually destroy, the national
program of soil and water conservation now
being carried on, and since the problem is
national in scope, it should be dealt with
accordingly: Now, therefore, be it
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“Resolved by the Senate of the 25th Okla-
homa Legislature (the house of representa-
tives concurring therein), That the Presi-
dent of the United States and the President’s
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
are hereby respectfully memorialized and
urged not to approve the reported recom-
mendations of the Committee on Federal
Aid to Agriculture, relative to gradual trans-
fer of soil conservation technical assistance
functions, from the national authority to
the various States; be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded forthwith to the President of
the United States, to the Chalrman of the
President’s Commission on Intergovernmen-
tal Relations, and to the Senators and Repre-
sentatives of the State of Oklahoma in the
Nation's Capitol.

“Adopted by the senate the 6th day of
April 19855.

“PiNK WILLIAMS,
“President of the Senate,

“Adopted by the house of representatives
the 13th day of April 1955.

“B. E. HARKEY,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.”

A concurrent resolution of the legislature
of the State of Oklahoma; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency:

“Senate Concurrent Resolution 10

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States of America
to cause to be minted a half dollar com-
memorating the 50th anniversary of the
State of Oklahoma

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States of America on June 16, 1906, enacted
the Enabling Act providing the means
whereby the people of Oklahoma Territory
and Indian Territory did, on November 16,
1907, become the 46th State of the Unlon; and

“Whereas in the short period of B0 years,
the State of Oklahoma has had an unprec-
edented growth and development in the
fields of agriculture, oil, mining, and arts
and sclences, and has furnished outstand-
ing leadership both in civil and military en-
deavors; and

‘“Whereas the people of the State of Okla-
homa have a great heritage from their pio-
neer fathers and mothers who overnight
established cities, towns, and government
upon a raw and unsettled land; and

“Whereas Oklahoma now proudly stands
as the most progressive State in the Union,
and has in its short lifetime achieved mi-
raculous accomplishments and is entitled
to receive from the Government of the United
States just recognition therefor: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 25th Okla-
homa Legislature (the house of representa-
tives concurring therein), That the Congress
of the United States be and it Is hereby
memorialized to take such action as will
cause to be minted by the Government of
the United States a half dollar of such de-
sign as will properly commemorate the State
of Oklahoma upon its 50 years of progress,
and that the same be dated 1957; be it fur-
ther

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be furnished to each Member of the Okla-
homa Delegation in Congress, the chairmen
of the appropriate committees dealing with
the matter before the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate of the United States,
and that a copy thereof be furnished to the
Treasury Department and the Governor of
the Federal Reserve System.

“Adopted by the senate the 23d day of
February 1855.

“PINE WILLIAMS,
*“President of the Senate.

“Adopted by the house of representatives
the 13th day of April 1955.

“B. E. HARKEY,
“Speaker of the House of Representatives.”
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A concurrent resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Oklahoma; to the Com=
mittee on Finance:

*“House Concurrent Resolution 528

“Concurrent resclution memorializing the
President and Congress of the United
States relating to legislation designed to
limit imports of glass, lead, zinc, and oil

“To the President and the Congress of the

United States of America:

“Your memorialist respectfully repre-
sents:

“1. That imports of glass, lead, zinc, and
oil have forced a curtailment of production
of these products within the State of Okla-
homa. . -

“2, That sald curtailed production has
caused material unemployment within the
State of Oklahoma with great damage to the
economy of our State because of losses in
income to employees in the several indus=
tries mentioned.

“3. That the foreign products so imported
are manufactured with substandard labor,
are of inferior quality, and, therefore, should
not be permitted to compete with domestic
products to the detriment of both labor and
management in the industries mentioned.

“Wherefore your memorialist, the 25th
Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, prays:

“That the President and Congress of the
United States enact such legislation as will
curtail the imports of glass, lead, zine, and
oil to the end that full-scale domestic pro-
duction may be restored.

“Adopted by the house of representatives
the 24th day of March 1955.

“B., E. HARKEY,
“Speaker of the House of
Representatives.”

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Oklahoma; to the Com=-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry:

*“House Resolution 559

“Resolution calling attention to drought-
stricken areas of the State of Oklahoma
and requesting aid through the Federal
drought emergency feed program and
urging that consideration be given by the
Oklahoma representatives in Congress to
legislation authorizing long-term low-
interest-rate loans to drought-stricken
farmers in Oklahoma

“Whereas extreme drought conditions
throughout the State of Oklahoma, particu-
larly in the northwestern and southwestern
counties of the State, have caused the de-
struction of pastures and have so affected
the economics of farmers in said areas that
there is grave danger that valuable founda-
tion herds may be sacrificed because of lack
of feed; and

“Whereas the Federal drought emergency
feed program administered by the United
States Department of Agriculture, if author-
ized to do so, can greatly alleviate the situa-
tion in the counties affected by supplying
much-needed feed, as provided in said pro-
gram; and

“Whereas unseasonable drought conditions
in Oklahoma for the past several years have
been the cause of many farmers in Okla-
homa becoming unable to meet their finan-
cial obligations and causing them to be in
danger of losing their farms and their homes:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the 25th Legislature of the
State of Oklahoma, That the United States
Department of Agriculture be requested to
allocate assistance to farmers in all counties
in Oklahoma where same is needed under
the provisions of the drought emergency feed
program and that said assistance be made
retroactive to April 1, 1855; be it further

“Resolved, That the 25th Oklahoma Legis-
lature hereby expresses the view and strongly
recommends that the Congress of the United



5198

States give careful consideration to legisla-
tion which will authorize a complete re=
financing program permitting drought-
stricken farmers to secure long-term loans
at low interest rates through the Farmers
Home Administration, and that such agency
be permitted to regulate the processing of
such loan applications in such manner that
immediate assistance may be granted to
applicants in drought-stricken areas of the
State; be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture and to each of the Mem-
bérs of the Oklahoma congressional delega-
tion in Washington, D. C.

“Adopted by the house of representatives
the Tth day of April 1855.

“B. E. HARKEY,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.”

RESOLUTION OF COMMON COUNCIL
OF CITY OF SOUTH MILWAUKEE,
WIS,

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to receive today from Louis J.
Mosakowski, city clerk of the city of
South Milwaukee, the text of a resolution
which had been adopted by the common
council of that municipality in opposi-
tion to pending Federal legislation which
would destroy Federal regulation of nat-
ural gas rates at the wellhead.

I heartily endorse this resolution and
know that it represents the sentiments
of the people of Wisconsin as a whole.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olution be printed in the REcorp at this
point, and be thereafter appropriately
referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Whereas certain legislation is pending be-
fore the Congress of the United States, in-
cluding the so-called Harris bill which would
amend the Natural Gas Act of 1938 and ex-
empt from rate regulation of the Federal
Power Commission those companies pro-
ducing and supplying natural gas for sale
in interstate commerce; and

Whereas it appears that passage of such
legislation would result in increased gas
rates to the consumers of South Milwaukee;
and

Whereas it appears regulation of natural
gas rates at the wellhead is required to pro-
tect the public because of limited competi-
tion and concentration of ownership in a few
companies; and

Whereas the League of Wisconsin Muniei-
palities and the National Institute of Muniec-
ipal Law Officers have already gone on rec-
ord in opposition to such legislation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Common Council of the
City of South Milwaukee hereby records its
opposition to any Federal legislation which
would eliminate Federal regulation of natu-
ral gas rates at the wellhead, and calls upon
Members of Congress to defeat any such leg-
islation, including the Harris bill; be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That a certified copy of this res-
olution be forwarded to President Elsen-
hower, to both Wisconsin Senators and all
Members of the House of Representatives
Ifrom the State of Wisconsin.

Adopted April 6, 1955.

Louis J. MOSAKOWSKI,

City Clerk.
Approved April 7, 1955.
DeEaN L. POTTER,
Mayor.
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LETTER FROM WISCONSIN OPTO-
METRIC ASSOCIATION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to hear today from the director
of the department of national affairs of
the Wisconsin Optometric Association
concerning two important matters of
interest to its membership.

The first is the upholding of the
Church-Wiley law against fireworks
bootlegging. The second is an amend-
ment to the bill introduced by my dis-
tinguished colleagues, the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hizu]l and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Bripges], en-
titled the Medical Research Act of
1955—an extremely important bill to
provide grants-in-aid to accredited non-
profit universities and schools of medi-
cine, dentistry, to hospitals, laboratories
and other nonprofit institutions engag-
ing in research, and to defray the cost
of construction of facilities for the bat-
tling of crippling and killing diseases.

I believe that Dr. Jacobson’s letter will
be of interest to my colleagues, and I ask
unanimous consent that the letter be
printed in the REcorp at this point, and
be thereafter appropriately referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare for its favorable attention.

There being no objection, the letfer
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

AMERICAN OPTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION,
Madison, Wis., April 26, 1955.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR WILEY: On behalf of the
Wisconsin Optometric Association I wish to
invite your attention to Public Law 385 and
bill S. 849 and to express our concern in re-
gard to them.

First, concerning Public Law 385 which
provides for regulation of fireworks dis-
tribution on which you did such a highly
commendable job last year, it has come to
our attention that efforts are being made
by new legislation (bill S. 1207) which
would in effect provide for later repeal of
Public Law 385. Although we are sure that
you are well aware of this measure our as-
soclation wishes to apprise you that we are
vitally interested in upholding Public Law
385 for its unestimable benefits toward pub-
lic safety and in particular the preservation
of human vision. We hope and trust you
will continue your efforts to maintain this
law for all time to come.

Secondly, in reference to bill S. 849, to pro-
vide assistance to certain non-Federal in-
stitutions for construction of facilitles for
research in crippling and killing diseases in-
cluding blindness. The profession of op-
tometry is interested in this legislation not
only because the bill would provide funds
for research facilities to ald in preventing
blindness, but also because of the relation-
ship between vision and the nervous dis-
orders or mental illness. Optometry is rend-
ering a vital service to the public and to im-
prove and expand this service additional re-
search facilities are most necessary. The bill
as it now stands makes no specific mention
of optometry, therefore, we feel that the bill
should be amended to expressly include op-
tometry in its provisions and also that one
optometrist should be appointed to the
council whose function it would be to rec-
ommend the allocation of funds for the var-
ious projects.

I have learned that although a Senate
hearing has been held on S. 849 this month,
it is still pending before the committee to
meet in executive session to consider it. I
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realize that you are not a member of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, however, any favorable consideration
for our views which you may be able to bring
to the attention of the members of this com-
mittee will be sincerely appreciated.
Your assistance will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,
EpwaArp M. JacossoN, O. D.,
Director of Department of National
Affairs, Wisconsin Optometric
Association.

CLOSING OF INTERNAL REVENUE
SERVICE OFFICE AT VIRGINIA,
MINN.—RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp, and appro-
priately referred, a resolution passed by
the City Council of Virginia, Minn.,
stating their opposition to the closing o:
the Internal Revenue Service office at
Virginia, Minn.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

Resolution 6202

Resolution by the city of Virginia, Minn,,
April 12, 1955, in opposition to the closing
of the Virginia internal revenue office and
the moving of same to Hibbing

Resolved by the City Council of the City
of Virginia, That—

Whereas the City Council of the City of
Virginia has been informed that the local
office of the internal revenue department is
being closed forthwith and the personnel
being transferred to the office in Hibbing,
Minn.; and

Whereas the office in the city of Virginia
has been maintained for 20 years or longer
in office space made available to the revenue
department by the city of Virginia without
charge to the department; and

Whereas the development of the taconite
industry has greatly increased the work of
the Virginia office, and the transfer of per-
sonnel to Hibbing will make the cost of
rendering service to the Virginia area and
the newly developed taconite area increas-
ingly expensive to the revenue department
and increasingly burdensome to the public
in securing the benefits of such service: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the City Council of the City
of Virginia for itself and for all of the cit-
izens of the city of Virginia and in behalf of
the people in the area served by the Virginia
office place itself on record in opposition
to the discontinuance of the Virginia office
and the transfer of same to Hibbing and
request that the revenue department re-
consider its action and make avallable to
Virginia and this area the service that it
has had in the past 20 years. Further, that
copies of this resolution be sent to Con-
gressman Blatnik and Senators Humphrey
and Thye and to Mr. A. R. Knox, district
director of internal revenue.

Adopted April 12, 1955.

Attest:

ArRTHUR J. STOCK,
President of the City Council.
J. G. MILrOY, Jr.,

City Clerk.

Approved April 18, 1955.

JorN VUKELICH,
Mayor.

REORGANIZATION OF RURAL ELEC=-
TRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION—
RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
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the body of the Recorp, and appro-
priately referred, a resolution adopted
by the board of directors of the Wells
Electric Association at a meeting on
April 13, 1955, at Wells, Minn., stating
their opposition to the reorganization of
the Rural Electrification Administration
as proposed by the Hoover Commission
Task Force.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, -and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the task force on lending agencies
of the Hoover Commission has recommended
the reorganization of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration; and

Whereas the board of directors of the Wells
Electric Association of Wells, Minn,, is of the
opinion that the proposed reorganization is
not in the best interest of the Rural Elec-
tric Cooperatives, or of the farmers of the
United States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the board of directors of the
Wells Electric Association is opposed to the
reorganization of the Rural Electrification
Administration as proposed by the Hoover
Commission Task Force, and that each of
the United States Senators and Congressmen
in whose district the Wells Electric Assocla-
tion operates be instructed to vote against
any such reorganization,

Dated at Wells, Minn., this 13th day of
April 1955.

WEeLLS ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,

Otro FaENING, President,

GEORGE LORENZ, Vice President,
Darras Yorky, Secretary-Treasurer.
WiLLarD MiLrer, Director,

BEN RepMAN, Director.

EXPANSION OF CANE AND BEET
SUGAR ALLOCATIONS—RESOLU-
TION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp, and appre-
priately referred, a resolution adopted at
a special meeting of the board of direc-
tors of the Moorhead Chamber of Com-
merce on March 28, 1955, at Moorhead,
Minn., supporting the appeal of our
sugar-beet producers for expanded allo-
cation.

I have received similar resolutions
from the following organizations: Com-
mercial Club at Frost, Minn.; Hallock
Lions Club, Hallock, Minn.; Kennedy
Chamber of Commerce, Kennedy, Minn.;
Chamber of Commerce, Blue Earth,
Minn.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance and ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

Whereas the Sugar Act of 1948 as amended
in 1951 expires December 31, 1956; and

Whereas the sugar industry of the United
States is today operating at a minimum of
capacity; and

Whereas the annual consumption increase
since 1947 has been 1 million tons; and

Whereas the sugar industry is a vital por-
tion of the economy of the Red River Valley
of the North; and

Whereas we do have at the present time
capacities to produce and process more than
double the amount of beet sugar being pro=-
duced and marketed from this area: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce
of Moorhead, Minn,, go on record request-
ing that any increase in the consumption of
sugar within the United States be given to
the beet and cane producers within the terri-
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torial boundaries of this country commen-
surate with their ability to produce and
market this additional consumption eco-
nomically and in the best interest of the
sugar industry of the United States, be it
further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
forwarded to our Senators and Representa-
tives in the Congress of the United States
and to all other interested parties.

PLIGHT OF THE AMERICAN IN-
DIAN—RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp and appropri-
ately referred, a resolution adopted by
the Board of County Commissioners for
Hennepin County, Minn., on April 12,
1955, relative to the plight of the Ameri-
can Indian and requesting that steps be
taken to correct the situation.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas the deplorable condition of the
American Indian has again been brought be-
fore the citizens of Minnesota and this coun-
ty board; and

Whereas the well-meant efforts of a board
member to solve the problem by giving a job
to an unemployed Indian can only be a tem-
porary solution to a single case, while there
are thousands existing in America; and

Whereas the white settlers of a previous
century seized from the original owners, by
force and superiority of weapons, land, min-
erals, timber, and power sources of untold
value; and

Whereas our attitude toward conquered
peoples has changed, and instead of appro-
priating the wealth of the congquered we re-
build the bombed homes and public build-
ings, rehabilitate the sick and wounded, and
restore the shattered economy of the con-
guered nation; and

Whereas our debt to the former owners of
this broad land is greater than to the Nazis,
the Japanese, and others conguered in recent
wars: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we call upon the President
and the Congress of the United States to
take immediate steps to alleviate current
suffering among the Indians and to appoint
a commission for a thorough study of the
Indian problem to the end that all may be
trained to become employable and self-sup-
porting, and that attention to the problem
of the original Americans be given priority
to the subject of displaced persons from for-
eign lands. Integrating the Indian into our
economic life will do much to erase from our
history one of its blackest pages.

AMENDMENT OF SELECTIVE SERV-
ICE ACT—RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp and appro-
priately referred a resolution passed by
the Minnesota Holstein Breeders' Asso-
ciation of Stillwater, Minn., stating their
endorsement of the amendment to the
Selective Service Act, relating to the
drafting of young men between the ages
of 18 and 23.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the Selective Service Is in many
cases drafting young men between the ages
of 25 and 28, who often have established
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farming operations or other occupations, and
family life: Therefore be it

Resolved, That we endorse the amendment
to the Selective Service Act, as proposed by
the American Farm Bureau Federation,
which recommends the drafting of young
men between the ages of 18 and 23, an age
which would be far more desirable for the
draftees.

THE SO-CALLED BRICKER AMEND-
MENT—RESOLUTION

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, a resolution adopted by the
delegates at a meeting of the Council of
the Polish Societies and Clubs in the
State of Delaware on Friday, April 22,
1955, reaffirming their support of the
Bricker amendment.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights are the highest peak of human ac-
complishment in mankind's struggle for free-
dom; and

‘Whereas treaties and executive agreements
may override the Constitution and cut across
the freedoms guaranteed by the Constitution
and Bill of Rights; and

Whereas unlimited treaty power poses a
continuing threat to the Constitution, this
threat having been recently augmented by
the fact that four Justices of the Supreme
Court of the United States actually held that
the United Nations Charter—ratified treaty—
supersedes our Constitution: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Council of the Polish
Bocieties and Clubs in the State of Delaware
and the Delaware division of the Polish-
American Congress, in plenary meeting as-
sembled, reaffirm its previous support of the
Bricker amendment (3. J. Res. 1) and peti-
tion the State of Delaware Representatives
in the United States Congress to support
the adoption of this legislation; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be spread upon the minutes of this meeting
and that copies be sent to State of Delaware
Representatives in the United States Con-
Bress.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commitiees
were submitted:

By Mr, MILLIKIN, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

5.300. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion, operation, and malintenance by the
Secretary of the Interior of the Fryingpan-
Arkansas project, Colorado; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 233).

By Mr. BARRETT, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

S.265. A bill to amend the acts author-
izing agricultural entries under the non-
mineral land laws of certain mineral lands
in order to increase the limitation with re-
spect to desert entries made under such acts
to 320 acres; with amendments (Rept. No.
251).

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

S.52. A bill to amend the act to protect
scenic values along Oak Creek Canyon and
certain tributaries thereof within the Coco-
nino National Forest, Arizona (Rept. No.
249); and

S.63. A bill to enable the State of Arizona
and the town of Tempe, Ariz., to convey to
the Salt River Agricultural Improvement and
Power District, for use by such district, a
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portion of certain property heretofore trans-
ferred under certain restrictions to such
State and town by the United States (Rept.
No. 250).

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

8.732. A bill to promote public coopera-
tion in the rehabilitation and preservation
of the Nation's important historic properties
in the New York City area, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Reépt. No.
246);

S.748. A bill to prohibit the United States
from acquiring mineral interests in lands
acquired by it except when necessary to
serve the purpose for which such lands are
acquired; without amendment (Rept. No.
247); and

8. 1529. A bill to revise the boundaries of
the Theodore Roosevelt National Memorial
Park, in the State of North Dakota, and for
other purposes; with amendments (Rept.
No. 248).

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

S. Con. Res. 16. Concurrent resolution to
establish a joint committee to study aspects
of the common system of air navigation in
the United States; with additional amend-
ments (Rept. No. 234);

8. J. Res. 18. Joint resolution to provide for
the reappointment of Dr. Jerome C. Hun-
saker as Citizen Regent of the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution;
without amendment (Rept. No. 237);

8. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution rel-
ative to placing temporarily in the rotunda
of the Capitol a statue of the late Edward
Douglass White, of Louilsiana; with an
amendment (Rept. No. 235);

5. Res. 33. Resolution for an investigation
of the administration of the Clvil Service
Commission; with additional amendments
(Rept. No. 238);

S. Res. 92. Resolution providing funds for
‘an examination and review of the admin-
istration of the Patent Office and of the
statutes relating to patents, trade-marks, and
copyrights; with an amendment (Rept. No.
239); and

5. Res. 94, Resolution Increasing the limit
of expenditures by the Committee on the
Judiciary; without amendment (Rept. No.
236) .

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce:

S.741. A bill to amend title XII of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, relating to war-
risk insurance, in order to repeal the pro-
vision which would terminate authority to
provide insurance under such title; with
amendments (Rept. No. 244);

8. 743. A bill to authorize biennlal inspec-
tion of the hulls and boilers of cargo ves-
sels, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 245); and

H. R. 1816. A bill to declare the tidewaters
in the waterway (in which is located Fort
Point Channel. and South Bay) above the
easterly side of the highway bridge over
Fort Point Channel at Dorchester Avenue
in the city of Boston nonnavigable tide-
waters; without amendment (Rept. No. 258).

By Mr. PAYNE, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

8. Res. 35. Resolution providing for a study
of merchant-marine training and education
‘in the United States; without amendment
(Rept. No. 257).

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia:

S.669. A bill to provide an elected mayor,
city council, school board, and nonvoting
Delegate to the House of Representatives for
the District of Columbia, and for other pur-
- poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 253);
and

8.727. A bill to adjust the salaries of
Jjudges of the municipal court of appeals for
the Distriet of Columbia and the salaries of
the judges of the municipal court for the

-aeronautical
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District of Columbia;
(Rept. No. 254).

By Mr. BEALL, from the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia:

S.184. A bill to make certaln changes in
the regulation of public utilities in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No. 255).

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

S.891. A bill to provide for the bonding of
certain officers and employees of the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia, for
the payment of the premiums c 1 such bonds
by the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 256).

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with amend-
ments:

8. 664. A bill to extend the direct-loan au-
thority of the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to
correspond to the expiration dates provided
for guaranteed loans under such title, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 243);

S.7656. A bill to authorize the conveyance
of certain war housing projects to the city
of Warwick, Va., and the city of Hampton,
Va. (Rept. No. 242); and

8.1645. A bill to permit certain holders
of mortgage purchase contracts with the
Federal National Mortzage Association to ex-
ercise their rights under such contracts for
additional periods of not to exceed 90 days
(Rzpt. No. 241).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service:

5.1507. A bill to authorize the furnishing
of subsistence and quarters without charge
to employees of the Corps of Engineers en-
gaged on floating-plant operations; without
amendment (Rept. No. 252).

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on

with amendments

-Armed Services:

H.R.2581. A bill to promote the national
defense by authorizing the construction of
aeronautieal research facilities by the Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics
necessary to the effective prosecution of
research; with amendments
(Rept. No. 259).

EXTENSION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS ACT—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE :

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Finance, I report favor-
ably, with amendments, House hill 1, to
extend the authority of the President to
enter into trade agreements under sec-
tion 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, and for other purposes, and
I submit a report (No. 232) thereon.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report-will be received, and the bill will
be placed on the calendar.

Mr. BYRD. I ask permission to file
minority views on behalf of the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. MaLonE], and that the
report and minority views be printed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Virginia
yield?

Mr, BYRD. I yield.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Isthe Sena-
tor from Virginia submitting a report on
the reciprocal trade bill?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Isthe Sena-
tor also filing minority views?

April 28

Mr. BYRD. I have asked permission
to file minority views on behalf of the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE].

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wonder if
the Senator can tell us when the hearings
on the bill will be printed and available?

Mr, BYRD. They are printed now.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. They are
printed and available now?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. A copy of the bill
and the report and minority views will be
sent to each- Senator tomorrow.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I inquire of
the Senator if it will be agreeable to him
to proceed to the consideration of the
gill following the morning hour on Mon-

ay?

Mr. BYRD. That will be agreeable
to me.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iexpressthe
hope, if it is agreeable to the Senator
from Virginia, that the Senate may re-
main in session until rather late in the
evening—6:30, 7, or 7:30 o’clock—during
the discussion of the bill, certainly until
we reach the voting stage, so that we
may perhaps complete consideration of
the bill next week.

Mr. BYRD. That will be entirely satis-
factory to me. I agree with the majority
leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We have
been able, while waiting for committees
to report bills, to recess from Thursday
until Monday, and frequently from Mon-
day until Thursday. From now on com-
mittees will be reporting important
measures, which the Senate must con-
sider. I therefore hope that the Senate
will take notice of this fact, and that
‘Senators will adjust their engagements
so that they may be present for a full
week, and prepared to remain in attend-
ance until the early part of each evening
while the Senate is in session.

ELIMINATION OF CUMULATIVE VOT-
ING OF SHARES OF STOCK IN
ELECTION OF DIRECTORS OF
NATIONAL BANKING ASSOCIA-
TIONS—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE—MINORITY VIEWS

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Banking and
Currency, I report favorably, without
amendment, the bill (S. 256) to elimi-
nate cumulative voting of shares of
stock in the election of directors of na-
tional banking associations unless pro-
vided for in the articles of association,
and I submit a report (No. 240) thereon.
I ask unanimous consent that the mi-
nority views of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras], the Senator from New
York [Mr. LEaman], and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel be printed as
a part of the report of the majority of
the committee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received, and the bill will
be placed on the calendar, and the re-
port, including the minority views, will
be printed, as requested by the Senator
from Virginia.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Joint Select Committee on the
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Disposition of Executive Papers, to which
was referred for examination and rec-
ommendation a list of records trans-
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of
the United States that appeared to have
no permanent value or historical inter-
est, submitted a report thereon, pursu-
ant to law.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. NEELY, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

John A. Remon, of the Distriet of Colum-
bia, to be a member of the District of
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency.

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

William R. Connole, of Connecticut, to be
a member of the Federal Power Commission
for the term of 5 years expiring June 22,
1960, vice Nelson Lee Smith, term expiring
June 22, 1955; and

Richard Newton Abrahams, and sundry
other cadets, to be ensigns in the United
States Coast Guard.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service:

Forty-five postmasters.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as in
executive session, from the Committee
on Armed Services I report favorably
1,560 nominations for appointment in
the Navy. This group includes appoint-
ments as ensigns in the Navy and second
lieutenants in the Marine Corps of this
year's Naval Academy graduates, as well
as a group of NROTC and Reserve ap-
pointments in the Navy and Marine
Corps.

In addition to the above, I report the
names of 326 Military Academy cadets
for appointment in the Regular Army as
second lieutenants and a group of 135
names of distinguished military students
for appointment as second lieutenants
in the Regular Army.

Since these names have already ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in
order to save the expense of printing on
the Executive Calendar of this large
group, I ask unanimous consent that
these nominations be ordered to lie on
the Vice President’s desk for the infor-
mation of any Senator.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Mississippi? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. GREEN:

85.1836. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of State to evaluate and to waive collection
of certain financial assistance loans and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for Mr. MURRAY) ¢

5.1837. A bill to amend section 15 of the
act entitled “An act to provide for the allot-
ment of lands of the Crow Tribe, for the
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distribution of tribal funds, and for other
purposes,” approved June 4, 1920; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PASTORE:

S5.1838. A bill for the relief of Tomasso
Scotto DiPerta; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania:

5.1839. A bill granting the consent of
Congress to the negotiation of an interstate
compact providing for a toll road connecting
the east and west coasts of the United
States; to the Committee on Public Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. MarTIN of Penn-
sylvania when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.1840. A bill to provide for voluntary
coverage of dentists under the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system estab-
lished by title II of the Social Security Act;
and

8.1841. A bill to provide for voluntary
coverage of lawyers under the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system estab-
lished by title II of the Soclal Security Act;
to the Committee on Flnance.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bills, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. POTTER (by request) :

S.1842. A bill to provide for a national
cemetery at Fort Custer, Mich.; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

S5.1843. A bill for the relief of Ehstathios
Aristidou Spathis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, HILL:

8. 1844. A bill amending paragraph IV
of Veterans Regulation No. 6 (a) by
including the Republic of the Philippines;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL:

8. 1845. A bill to provide for the discharge
of tax liens on certain real property deeded
to the United States of America subject to
unpaid taxes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BUTLER:

5. 1846, A bill for the relief of Dr. Howard
Seeming Liang; and

5. 1847. A bill for the relief of Alecos
Markos Karavasilis and his wife, Steliani
Karavasilis; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. RUSSELL:

S.1848. A bill for the relief of W. C.
Shepherd, trading as W. C. Shepherd Co.; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

S. 1849. A bill to provide for the grant of
career-conditional and career appointments
in the competitive civil service to indefinite
employees who previously qualified for com~
petitive appointment; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. JoHNSTON oOf
South Carolina, when he introduced the
above bill, which appear under a separate
heading.)

By Mr. KERR:

8.1850. A bill for the relief of Gerhard
EKamp; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

5.1851. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Army to convey certain land to Mary
Ann Aust; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. EERR (for himself, Mr. Mon~-
RONEY, Mr. HumPpPHREY, and Mr.
SPARKMAN) :

5. 1852, A bill to amend the Federal Crop
Insurance Act; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. Kerr when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. FULBRIGHT:

S.1853. A bill to amend the Natural Gas
Act, as amended; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.
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By Mr. CURTIS:

8. 1854. A bill to permit amounts pald mo-
tor-carrier transportation systems as com-
pensation for the possession or control of
such systems by the United States to be
attributed, for income tax purposes, to the
period of such possession or control; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr.
MAGNUSON, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr.
BIBLE, Mr. PASTORE, and Mr, E’RvIN) :

S.1855. A bill to amend the Federal Air-
port Act, as amended; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. POTTER:

S.1866. A bill for the relief of Alina Kos-

mider; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

NEGOTIATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACT FOR A TOLL ROAD
CONNECTING THE EAST AND
WEST COASTS

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I introduce, for proper refer-
ence, a bill granting the consent of
Congress to the negotiation of an inter-
state compact providing a toll road con-
necting at a point on the Pennsylvania
Turnpike, east of Pittsburgh, and ex-
tending westward, following the general
course of the National Pike, known as
U. S. Route 40, to San Francisco.

I hope the Members of Congress will
give this subject careful consideration.

A road of this character would connect
the Atlantic seaboard with the Pacific
slope. It would tie America together
industrially, culturally, and spiritually.
It could be used in case of necessity as
a great military highway. Rights-of-

" way wide enough should be secured to

take care of future needs of our country.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 1839) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the negotiation of an
interstate compact providing for a toll
road connecting the east and west coasts
of the United States, introduced by Mr.
MarTIN of Pennsylvania, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of
Congress is hereby given to the States of
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, Indiana,
Illinois, Missourl, Kansas, Colorado, Utah,
Nevada, California, and any other State or
States, to negotiate and enter into a compact
providing for the construction and operation
of a toll road connecting the Pennsylvania
Turnpike with the west coast of the United
States, beginning at a point east of Pltts-
burgh, and extending westward, south of
Pittsburgh, following the general course of
the National Pike known as U. 8. Route 40
to San Francisco. Such compact shall not
be binding or obligatory upon any of the
parties thereto unless and until it shall have
been ratified by the legislatures of all of the
States entering into it and approved by the
Congress of the United States.

EXTENSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY
COVERAGE TO DENTISTS AND
LAWYERS
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

introduce, for appropriate reference,
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two bills designed fto extend social-
security coverage. The first provides for
voluntary coverage for dentists under
the Federal old-age and survivors insur-
ance system, and the other provides for
the voluntary coverage of lawyers under
that system.

Members of the Senate will recall that
during the 83d Congress at the time that
we were considering revisions of the So-
cial Security Act, I submitted an amend-
ntent to extend this coverage to members
of the dental profession. I did so as a
result of a poll which had been taken by
the Minnesota dentists which demon-
strated overwhelming support for that
social-security extension. Since that
time there has been added evidence dem-
onstrating to my complete satisfaction
that members of the dental profession in
other States, whenever given an oppor-
tunity to do so, voted to be covered by
the Federal old-age and survivors in-
surance system.

In connection with this matter I have
just had an opportunity to learn from a
poll taken in the State of Iowa that 81
percent of the voting dentists are in
favor of coverage under social-security
coverage, with only 12.5 percent opposed
to it.

I ask unanimous consent to have an
item from the Cedar Rapids News of
January 10, 1955, and a memorandum
from the Altman-Gilbert Advertising
Agency of Cedar Rapids dealing with
this subject included in the body of the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
and memorandum were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Cedar Rapids News of January 10,

STATE's DENTISTS FAVOR ACCEPTING SOCIAL
SECURITY

The majority of Iowa dentists do not agree
with the American Dental Association's stand
on the question of social-security coverage.

And they do not agree with the Iowa dele-
gation’s vote on the question at the associa-
tion's last convention, results of a poll of
Iowa dentists showed Monday.

The poll was taken by the Altman-Gilbert
Advertising Agency of Cedar Rapids, on be-
half of a group of 22 Cedar Rapids dentists
and 1 living in Dubuque. Results were tab-
ulated by McGladrey, Hansen, Dunn & Co.,
a Cedar Rapids accounting firm.

The result, announced Monday, showed 81
percent of the voting dentists in favor of
coming under social-security coverage, while
12,5 percent were opposed.

Of nearly 1,700 dentists in Iowa, the ad-
vertising agency report showed, 995 were ac-

.counted for in. the tabulation. .

It sald that every registered dentist in th
‘State was given an opportunity to vote—in-
.eluding about 400 who do not belong to the
-Iowa State Dental SBociety. The group which
sponsored the poll includes both members
and nonmembers of the soclety.

Only votes signed by the dentists were
tabulated, the ad agency sald. The names
were checked against the list of Iowa den-
tists, and duplicate votes were eliminated.

Of the 995 ballots returned, B06 favored
inclusion of dentists in the social-security
program, while 124 were opposed.

Another 10 favored giving individual den-
-tists the option of accepting or rejecting
social-security coverage, while 15 reported
*“no opinion,” and 3 wanted more informa-
tion before voting.

Thirty-seven ballots were not delivered—
either because the dentist had died or be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cause of change of address or wrong ad-
dresses.

A spokesman for the group of Cedar Rapids
dentists said that at the national society’s
last convention the vote was 215 against
social-security coverage and 167 for cover-
age. He said the vote gets closer each year.

The Iowa delegation, he said, voted 4 to 3
against giving dentists soclal-security cov-
erage,

Dentists now are excluded from the social-
security program, because of the dental
society’s stand.

CepAR Rapmns, Iowa, January 7, 1955.

EIGHTY-ONE PERCENT OF Iowa DENTISTS FAVOR
SOCIAL SECURITY FoOR THEMSELVES—I12.5
PERCENT ARE OPPOSED TO SOCIAL SECURITY
FoR THEMSELVES

This information was gained from the fig-
ures tabulated by McGladrey, Hansen, Dunn
& Co., certified public accountants in Cedar
Rapids.

Following are final results of fizures they
tabulated from returns received by us on
the recent poll we conducted at the request
of, and financed by, 22 Cedar Rapids and 1
Dubuque dentists.

Nine hundred and ninety-five answers,
signed by dentists, were turned over to the
certified public accountants named above.

Dentists in favor of social security, 806;
81 percent.

Dentists opposed to soclal security, 124;
12.5 percent.

Dentists in favor of optional coverage, 10;
1 percent.

Dentists with no opinion, 15; 1.5 percent.

Letters returned because dentist deceased,
11; 1.1 percent.

Dentists wanting mere information, 3; 0.3
percent.

Letters returned because of change of ad-
dress, wrong address, and reasons other than
deceased, 26; 2.6 percent.

Every registered dentist in Iowa was given
the opportunity to vote, including about 400
who do not belong to the dental society.

Only votes signed by the dentist were in-
cluded in the tabulation. These were
checked on arrival against the list of Iowa
licensed dentists, and all duplicate votes
eliminated.

The original tabulation by McGladrey,
Hansen, Dunn & Co. is on file in our office
for inspection by anyone interested.

ALTMAN-GILBERT ADVERTISING AGENCY,
M. A. GILBERT,

Mr. HUMPHREY. According to Dr.
H. W. Stonebrook, president, ITowa State
Dental Society, Eldora, Iowa, in a letter
dated December 21, 1953, to Secretary
Hobby of the Health, Education, and
Welfare Department:

Iowa favors inclusion of self-employed
dentists to the ranks of OASI. In fact, the
Des Moines District Dental Society, which
comprises about-one-fifth of the total dental
population of Iowa, favors inclusion by 97
percent.

I am also advised that Mr. Schenck,
a member from Ohio, shared my conclu-

-sions as a result of interviews and con-

ferences he has held with the dentists
in his State. His conclusions are iden-
tical with the results of an Ohio dental
poll which found on the basis of 1,685
refurns that the dentists voted 8 to 5
to be included under the provisions of
the Social Security Act.

‘Dental societies all over the Nation
have conducted polls in many States,
results of which show favor of the adop-
tion of social security by a ratio of 8 to 1.
This includes polls relating to the States
of Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Ore-
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gon, which I brought to the attention of
the Senate last year. The polls show, ac-
cording to the February 1954 issue of
Oral Hygiene, the following results:

Yes No
Massachusetts. oo oo 1, 164 51
Minnesota._ .- . __-_ ... 927 a5
CHORONL. .. e e e 397 140

I recently heard of a referendum con-
ducted among members of the Chicago
Dental Society which demonstrated that
approximately 81 percent of the den-
tists voted to be included.

I am convinced that our Nation's den-
tists are fully deserving of the oppor-
tunity to participate in the social-secu-
rity program.

On the basis of information available
to me, it is made clear that the mem-
bers of the legal profession share the
same attitude. This was dramatized a
few weeks ago at the annual midwinter
meeting of the American Bar Associa-
tion in Chicago.

The recommendation of the associa-
tion’s board of governors, which was ap-
proved by the house of delegates, is as
follows:

In view of the present sentiment of the
members of the legal profession in favor of
voluntary social-security coverage, the board
of governors recommends to the house of
delegates that the American Bar Association
favor voluntary coverage under the Social
Security Act for lawyers and such of the
professional groups as desire to be included.

The action of the American Bar Asso-
ciation is thoroughly consistent with
polls taken of lawyers in a great many
States and in my judgment, on the basis
of information given to me, carries out
the wishes of the members of the legal
profession.

It is my hope that Congress will act
in favor of my proposals and thus allow
lawyers and dentists to share in the bene-
fits that other citizens enjoy.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bills, introduced by Mr. Hum-
PHREY, Were received, read twice by their
titles, and referred to the Committee
on Finance, as follows:

5.1840. A bill to provide for voluntary
coverage of dentists under the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system estab-

lished by title II of the Soclal Security Act;
and

5.1841. A bill to provide for voluntary
coverage of lawyers under the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system estab-
lished by title II of the Social Security Act.

GRANTING OF CAREER-CONDI-
TIONAL AND CAREER APPOINT-
MENTS TO CERTAIN INDEFINITE
EMPLOYEES OF GOVERNMENT

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, a new appointment sys-
tem was put into effect by the Civil
Service Commission on January 23, 1955.
The new system is designed to accom-
plish two primary objectives. First, to
establish a stable yet flexible appoint-
ment system for the long range future
and, secondly, to eliminate the emer-
gency procedures established under the
Whitten amendment. The system sets
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up a new kind of civil-service appoint-
ment called career-conditional. This
type of appointment will generally be
given to persons appointed from regis-
ters of eligibles set up through open
competitive examinations. The first
year of service is a probationary period
which is considered an integral part of
the examination. After completion of
probation, the employee acquires com-
petitive status. After 3 years the em-
ployee acquires a full career status.

When the new system went into effect
some 220,000 indefinite employees, who
entered the Government service on a
competitive basis and who had 3 years
or more of service, were converted to
career status employees. An additional
235,000 indefinites, who also entered the
Government service on a competitive
basis, but who had less than 3 years'
service, were converted to career-condi-
tional. These employees will acquire
full career status as soon as they com-
plete the necessary 3 years of service.

Mr, President, the objectives of the
new system are splendid and it is a fine
thing from the standpoint of both the
Government and the 455,000 indefinite
employees who were converted to career
or career-conditional that the system
was adopted. However, there is a large
group of indefinite employees who were
not so converted and who should be, in
my opinion. The group consists of em-
ployeas who competed successfully in
regular competitive civil-service exami-
nations but were not appointed from a
register of eligibles because they were
already in the Federal service under
some other type of appointment. I do
not believe they should be barred from
conversion to career or career-condi-
tional status because of a technicality.
Following are typical examples of the
situation to which I refer:

(a) Eligible A was certified for the po-
sition of O. and M. examiner, grade 11.
Upon reporting for interview he was
advised the job was filled. However, he
was offered, and accepted, a position as
statistician, GS-11, outside the register.
Within a few months he was reassigned
to the O. and M. examiner position for
which he was originally certified.

(b) A stenographer working in agency
A under an appointment outside the
rezister was offered appointment in
agency B as a result of her certification
from a stenographer register. She was
persuaded by agency A to stay with
them.

Mr. President, I introduce for appro-
-priate reference, a bill to provide for the
grant of career conditional and career
appointments in the competitive Civil
Service to indefinite employees who pre-
viously qualified for competitive ap-
pointment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 1849) to provide for the
grant of career-conditional and career
appointments in the competitive civil
service to indefinite employees who pre-
viously qualified for competitive appoint-
ment, introduced by Mr. JounsToN of
South Carolina, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL CROP
INSURANCE ACT

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, my colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrONEY ], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY], and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr., Sparman], I introduce, for ap-
propriate reference, a bill to amend the
Federal Crop Insurance Act. I ask
unanimous consent that a statement,
prepared by me, relating to the bill, be
printed in the REcorbp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
statement will be printed in the Recorbp.

The bill (S. 1852) to amend the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act, introduced by
Mr. Kerr (for himself, Mr. MONRONEY,
Mr. HUMPUREY, and Mr. SPARKMAN), was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

The statement presented by Mr. KErr
is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KERR

The bill which I am introducing, and in
which I am being joined by Senators MoN-
RONEY, HUMPHREY, and SPARKMAN, would, if
enacted, require the Eisenhower administra-
tion to restore the Federal Crop Insurance
program to its original purposes. The orig-
inal purpose of the crop-insurance program
was to establish a means by which farmers
and the American people could prepare
themselves ahead of time to cushion the dis-
astrous shocks of reduced farm income in
local areas that always results when flood,
drought, insect infestation, or disease strikes
a debilitating blow to the farm production.

The American people have never been
known to sit idly by to allow human suffer-
ing when disaster strikes their fellow citi-
zens anywhere. We have always been gen-
erous of our work and our treasure to help
rescue those who suffer from national disas-
ters. The Federal Crop Insurance program
was set up to make prior provision for such
catastrophes on individual farms, in local
areas, and in regionwide disasters. It was
never intended that crop insurance would be
a money-making proposition nor a Federal
subsidy, rather it was intended that the
American people would insure themselves
against heavy future relief loans by paying
the administrative costs of a crop-insurance
program wherein the payments of indemni-
ties for loss would be paid by farmers in
premiums.

Under Secretary of Agriculture Benson, the
Department of Agriculture has begun to
erode this original purpose, adding purely
administrative costs to the premiums
charged to farmers. It has gone further and
had bills introduced into the Senate (S.

*1165) which would allow the charging of all

administrative costs of the program to pre-
miums. To do so would be to ask farmers
to assume the entire risk of adverse weather
and to shoulder the social costs of disaster
always heretofore borne by the population
at large.

The bill I am introducing (sec. 4) would
prohibit the administration from loading up
the premiums charged to farmers with ad-
ministrative costs. This would return the
program to its original purpose whereby
farmers would assume the costs of the risk
of crop failure and the people as a whole
through their Government would pay the
costs of administering the program.

When originally established, ‘the current
crop-insurance program was not applied
nationwide to all crops, but only in a few
counties to a few crops. The idea was that
the program should be expanded gradually
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as experience iIn its application was acquired.
Now, however, we have seen the program
Jerked out of 8 drought-stricken counties
with 7 more drought-stricken counties
threatened. Moreover, we have heard that
consideration is being given to eliminating
crop insurance for durum wheat, which was
stricken by rust and complete elimination
of crop Insurance for tobacco and other
southeastern areas because the small size of
the individual policies bring about a high
ratio of administrative costs to premium
income. This kind of action and reasoning
is completely inconsistent with the purpose
of the crop-insurance program. It is con-
sistent only with the mistaken notion that
the purpose of the Federal crop-insurance
program is to do the experimental work re-
quired to turn a paying proposition over to
private insurance companies in disregard of
public and farmer needs for greater protec-
tlon than ean be insured by a profit-type
insurance corporation.

The bill I am introducing would reverse
this trend by requiring a 2-year notice of
intention before an operating crop-insurance
program could be jerked out of a county.

The Elsenhower administration has fur-
ther revealed its intentions of turning the
program over to private interests in two
other ways: One, I understand that they
have turned over a large part of their public
actuarial records to be photostated by pri-
vate-profit corporations for their own use.
And two, the administration has in a dy-
namically progressive manner removed ad-
ministration of crop-insurance program from
the hand of democratically eiected county
and community committeemen and turned
it over to the same private-profit insurance
companies who have gotten the records and
who have made some trial runs on skimming
off the cream of the low-risk crop insurance
business.

The bill I em Introducing (sec. 1) would
stop this kind of thing by requiring that
the Szcretary utilize the farmer committees
in carrying out the crop-insurance program.

It was expected when we passed the 1947
crop insurance law, that the program would
be expanded into additional counties and
ultimately into all 8,000 farm counties. This
expansion, while still provided by law, has
made little progress recently. The bill I
am introducing (sec. 2) does not put a
mandate for rapid expansion. To do so
might requir» unscund speed. My bill does
require that if 200 farmers in a county
petition for the program, the reasons for
not so expanding the program must be in-
corporated in the next budget message of
the President.

My bill has another provision that ri-
ence in the drought areas of the Southwest
have shown to be needed (and this provision
is not included in the administration bill,
S. 1165). If a certain crop, for example,
winter wheat should be adjudged a complete
failure—the indemnity will be paid and the
land immediately released so that it can be
put into other soil holding land cover with-
out cost of indemnity payment. '

In ‘a county where drought and destruc.
tive dust storms usually occur together, it

-is senseless to require land to lay bare as
-a requirement for collecting the crop in-

surance indemnity on a previous crop that
has been a complete failure.

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY
IN THE CITY OF PIPESTONE,
MINN.—AMENDMENTS
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, T

submit, and ask to have appropriately
referred, amendments intended to be
proposed by me to Senate bill 210, a bill
to authorize the transfer of certain
property in the city of Pipestone, Minn.,
and for other purposes.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,

INTERNAL SECURITY MANUAL (S.
DOC. NO. 40)

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, on May 1,
1953, the Senate approved, at my request,
a motion to print as a publication as
Senate Document No. 47, 83d Congress,
1st session, a compilation of Federal
statutes, Executive orders, and congres-
sional resolutions relating to the in-
ternal security of our country.

Toward the end of the 83d Congress, a
mass of important new legislation was
enacted by the Congress in this field.

Since the start of this Congress, great
numbers of messages of inguiry have
come to me as to when a revision of the
manual would be forthcoming, since it is
now obsolete.

I ask unanimous consent for the re-
vision of Senate Document No. 47 and
for its publication as a new document
in the 84th Congress.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Wisconsin? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, I should
like to elaborate on the unanimous-
consent request, and I ask unanimous
consent that I be given 2 minutes in
order to make a statement.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Senator may pro-
ceed.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, prior to
Senate Document No. 47, there had
never been available, in one place, all of
the material, statutory and administra-
tive, bearing upon the administration of
internal security in our land.

Each day, however, congressional
committees, executive agency person-
nel, newspaper editors, law-enforcement
officers, security officers in industrial
plants, union officials, attorneys, and a
tremendous variety of other Americans
have occasion to look up security data.

I am pleased to say that thousands of
copies have been sold by the Govern-
ment Printing Office at a cost of 70 cents
apiece. The intelligence agencies of the
United States Government, the security
agencies, have secured hundreds of
copies through my own office, the docu-
ment rooms, and other congressional
sources.

They have reported the manual as vir=-
tually indispensable to their work.

The manual was, of course, thoroughly
proofread and checked prior to its is-
suance. It was reviewed by all the con-
gressional investigations committees
bearing upon the internal-security field,
and by all the sources in the executive
branch having responsibility for this
problem.

The Library of Congress, which was
responsible for the basic compilation,
has now, in accordance with my instruc-
tions, compiled the necessary data for
the revised edition.

Since there is, I understand, somewhat
of a logjam at the GPO, in view of the
wide number of other hearings and doc-
uments now being published, I feel that
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the green light should be flashed for the
publication of this revised document to-
day, because it will obviously be some
time before the revised document itself
can be printed and available for dis-
tribution.

The manual has, I feel, reflected great
credit on the Senate as an important
guide, and I feel sure that the revised
edition will be as well or even better
received than was the original edition,
which found great acceptance among
all responsible observers.

ORDER TO RETURN CERTAIN
PAPERS TO HIALMAR H. CARPER

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, Hialmar
H. Carper recently submitted a written
request to the Senate Committee on the
District of Columbia to return certain
papers which were obtained from him by
the Committee’s Subcommittee on Crime
and Law Enforcement in nineteen fifty-
two. Yesterday an order, made in com-
pliance with Mr. Carper’s request, was
approved by the Committee. Inow pre-
sent that order, and to the end that it
may become operative, I ask unanimous
consent that it be approved by the
Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia?

There being no objection, the order
was read and agreed to, as follows:

IN THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

It is ordered, That the Senate Committee
on the District of Columbia be and is hereby
authorized to return to Mr. Hialmar H. Car-
per, 4021 North Glebe Road, Arlington, Va.,
the following documents which were pro-
duced by the said Hialmar H. Carper in 1952
to the Subcommittee of the Committee on
the District of Columbia Investigating Crime
and Law Enforcement:

1. Nine hundred and seventy-seven can-
celed checks of Mrs. H. H. Carper, drawn on
the Arlington Trust Co., Arlington, Va., cov-
ering the period May 9, 1945, to October 31,
1951, inclusive.

2. Twenty-seven bank statements, Arling-
ton Trust Co., Arlington, Va., showing the
account of Mrs. H. H. Carper, from March
7, 1945, through July 24, 1951, inclusive.

3. Seven United States Individual income
tax returns, as follows:

(a) Return of Hialmar H. Carper, 1946.

(b) Return of Eunice R. Carper, 1946.

(¢) Return of Hialmar H. Carper, 1947,

(d) Return of Eunice R. Carper, 1947.

(e) Return of Hialmar H. and Eunice R.
Carper, 1948,

(f) Return of Hialmar H. and Eunice R.
Carper, 1949.

(g) Return of Hialmar H. and Eunice R.
Carper, 1950.

4. One 27-page financlal questionnaire of
Hialmar H. Carper.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. LEHMAN:
Statement made by him before the Senate
Subcommittee on Labor in support of 8. 662,
amending the Fair Labor Standards Act.
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By Mr. MONRONEY:

Statement by him with reference to the
Committee for a National Trade Policy and
Mr. George W. Ball, in connection with the
hearings on H. R. 1, providing for the exten-
sion of the Trade Agreements Act.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF JAMES B. CONANT TO BE
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY
AND PLENIPOTENTIARY TO THE
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As a
Senator and.chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, the Chair desires
to say that the Senate received today the
nomination of James B. Conant, of Mas-
sachusetts, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America, to the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany. Notice is hereby given
that this nomination will be considered
by the Committee on Foreign Relations,
at the expiration of 6 days.

NOTICE CONCERNING CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS BEFORE COMMIT=-
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. KILGORE, Mr. President, the
following nominations have been re-
ferred to and are now pending before the
Committee on the Judiciary:

John R. Brown, of Texas, to be United
States circuit judge, Fifth Circuit, vice
Robert Lee Russell, deceased.

Ruben Rodriguez-Antongiorgi, of
Puerto Rico, to be United States attorney
for the district of Puerto Rico, for the
term of 4 years, vice Harley A. Miller,
resigned.

Robert W. Oliver, of Alaska, to be
United States marshal, division No. 2,
district of Alaska, for a term of 4 years,
vice Benjamin B. Mozee, term expired.

Notice is hereby given to all persons
interested in these nominations to file
with the committee on or before Thurs-
day, May 5, 1955, any representations or
objections in writing they may wish to
present concerning the above nomina-
tions, with a further statement whether
it is their intention to appear at any
hearings which may be scheduled.

THE CHALLENGE OF MENTAL
HEALTH

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, T was
pleased to receive today from Mr. Mike
Gorman, executive director of the Na-
tional Mental Health Committee, an im-
portant message concerning the need
for comprehensive action for the
strengthening of the mental health of
the American people.

I have long felt that the forces of spir-
itual faith and science should be mobi-
lized to the maximum in taking steps to
assure sound minds and sound bodies for
our people and, in particular, a health-
ful, cheerful, faithful outlook by them.

Mr. Gorman’s message was accom-
panied by an important booklet depict-
ing, in a wide variety of statistical mate-
rial, the challenge to our country in this
field.

I believe that it is most appropriate
that this material be presented to my
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colleagues in connection with the ohserv-
ance next week, in accordance with
Presidential proclamation, of National
Health Week.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the letter be printed in the body of the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

NATIONAL MENTAL HEALTH COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1955.
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR WILEY: In connection with
the observance of Mental Health Weck, May
1 to 7, the National Mental Health Commit-
tee encloses its 1955 edition of What Are the
Facts About Mental Illness in the United
States?

The highlight of the 1955 fact sheet is the
increasing annual cost of mental illness to
Federal and State Governments. During 1964
the overall cost of mental iliness rose to a
new high of $2,867877,000. In one area
alone, the cost of caring for the mentally ill
in Veterans' Administration hospitals, it has
gone up a staggering 500 percent in a dec-
ade—from approximately $44 million in 1945
to more than $200 million in 1954.

Contrasted with these staggering expendi-
tures for care and treatment of the mentally
i1l is the very insignificant sum spent on psy-
chiatric research. During 1954, Federal,
State, and private expenditures for private
psychiatric research together amounted to
only a little more than $10 million.

The recent development of the Salk vac=
cine against poliomyelitis is a dramatic ex-
ample of the enormous dividends resulting
from medical research. Although only a rel-
atively small amount of money was spent in
the perfection of this vaceine, its success
means the savings of millions of dollars in
medical costs and, more important, the re-
moval of fear and anxiety from the minds
and hearts of millions of American families.

On April 12, on the momentous night when
the success of the new vaccine was an-
nounced, Drs. Jonas Salk, Thomas Francis,
and Alan Gregg appeared on Edward R. Mur-
row’s See It Now broadcast from Ann Arbor.
All three were in unanimous agreement that
mental illness was the next big frontier fac-
ing medical research.

To conquer this great frontier we must
begin now to finance a major journey to ex-
plore its many mysteries. This can only be
done if the following goals are set:

1. The training of thousands of additional
psychiatrists and auxiliary personnel, for
new knowledge will go to waste unless it is
applied promptly. :

2. A gradual rise in the annual amount
spent on psychiatric research until we reach
a figure of at least $100 million a year.

3. Immediate appropriation of Federal
and local matching moneys for the construc-
tion of desperately needed psychiatric lab-
oratory facilities.

4, The National Mental Health Committee,
on behalf of the 46 State governors who are
its honorary chairmen, appeals to you to help
us achieve these objectives in the next few
years. We enlist your help, not only during
Mental Health Week, but throughout the
entire year.

Cordially,
MIKE GORMAN,
Ezecutive Director.

ASSISTANCE FOR MENTALLY
RETARDED CHILDREN
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
been pleased to hear from officers, mem-
bers, and friends of chapters of the Na-
tional Association for Retarded Children
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relative to two important bills now pend-
ing before the House of Representatives.

One is H. R. 2205, introduced by Rep-
resentative Smrra of Mississippi. It
provides for payment under the Federal
old-age and survivors system of chil-
dren’s insurance benefits to children who
have attained the age of 10, but are in-
capable of self-support because of phys-
ical or mental disability.

The other, likewise by Representative
SmrTH, is H. R. 4278. It would allow
additional tax exemption of $600 for
permanently and totally disabled de-
pendents, including those who have at-
tained age 18, but are unable to engage
in any substantial gainful activity he-
cause of permanent physical or mental
condition which began before the age of
18, as well as including those who have
not attained the age of 18, but are like-
wise, unfortunately, incapable of gainful
employment.

One parent in my State who wrote me
endorsing this proposed legislation wise-
ly recalled the ancient injunction begin-
ning with the unforgettable words: Even
as we do unto the least of these we do it
unto Him.

I earnestly hope that the House Ways
and Means Committee will be in a posi-
tion to give its sympathetic attention to
this proposed legislation in the interest
of retarded youngsters and their parents,

STATEMENT BY SENATOR EKNOW-
LAND ON PROPOSAL FOR NEGO-
TIATION WITH COMMUNIST CHINA

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp, as a part of
my remarks, a statement I issued yes-
terday afternoon, Wednesday, April 27,
relative to the proposal for negotiation
with Communist China.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KNOWLAND

According to reports of the press confer-
ences of yesterday and today, it is now in-
tended to negotiate directly with the Chi-
nese Communists.

There are many persons at home and
abroad who believe the Communists are now
merely following a long-established tech-
nique to use negotiations (as at Panmun-
jom) for the purpose of building up their
striking powers.

Their minimum price will be a “down-
payment” of the offshore island groups of
Quemoy and Matsu. Their ultimate price,
which they will hope to get by negotiation
or through the United Nations or by armed
conflict, will be Formosa and the Pescadores.

They don't need a conference to bring
about a cease-fire. All they need is to stop
shooting and building up their aggressive
forces in that area of the Formosa Straits.

In the long history of the Soviet Union or
the shorter history of Communist China,
there is nothing to demonstrate that the
Communist-pledged word is worth the paper
on which it is written.

The bones of the repudiated Soviet treaties
and agreements with Latvia, Lithuania, Es-
tonia, Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Finland, and the Republic
of China, together with the 1833 Litvinov
compact with the United States are there for
all to see.

More recently the viclations of the Korean
and Geneva armistice agreements by Com-
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munist China is an additional warning sig-
nal against placing either our faith or the
survival of our friends and allies on the
cynical smiling facade of a brutal Chou
En-lal.

I for one do not believe the Communist
leopard has changed its spots. Their objec=
tive has, is, and will continue to be the
destruction of human freedom.

To me the State Department’s statement
of last Saturday seemed consistent with our
long-established policy of expecting deeds
rather than words as a prelude to another
conference. It did not on Saturday and it
does not now seem unreasonable that prior
to such a conference American prisoners
should be released In accordance with the
terms of the Korean armistice. Nor did it
seem unreasonable that the Communists
place in effect in the area an immediate
cease-fire.

Unless there is some formula regarding
which I have not been advised and which is
difficult for me to now envision, I find it hard
to comprehend how we could enter into di-
rect negotiations with Communist China
without the interests of the Republic of
China being deeply involved.

History teaches us that prior experience of
great powers negotiating in the absence of
small allies has not reflected great credit
upon the large nations and has been dis-
astrous to the small ones. For reference, I
refer to Munich and its impact upon Czecho-
slovakia and to Yalta with its impact upon
Poland and the Republic of China,

Some unanswered questions are:

“Will a cease-fire cover the offshore islands
as well as Formosa and the Pescadores?

“If it does cover the offshore islands how
can it be negotiated without affecting the
Republic of China?

“If it does not it still vitally and perhaps
fatally concerns that nation.

“Will a cease-fire permit Communist ac-
cess to the harbors of Foochow and Amoy
and would the Republic of China be expected
to sit quietly while watching the buildup of
a large invasion fleet in the harbors as well
as alrpower in the adjacent mainland area?"

That we are at one of the great turning
points of history I would not deny. Whether
it is a turn for the better or for the worse
only time will tell.

ANNOUNCEMENT ON CHEST X-RAYS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE SENATE
AND STAFFS

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, each year
we appropriate funds to the United
States Public Health Service for the
grants-in-aid program for the States of
our Nation. A considerable part of
these funds are used in the battle against
tuberculosis which continues to be our
leading communicable disease problem.
One of the cornerstones in the program
to control and eradicate this disease is
the search for unknown cases among ap-
parently healthy people by using porta-
ble and mobile chest X-ray units. Such
a unit will be available to us and the
members of our staffs beginning at noon
on Monday, May 2.

The X-ray unit will be located in the
first-aid room of the Senate Office Build-
ing. Since we are living and working in
a city where TB is prevalent, I strongly
urge that the Members of the Senate
and all the members of their staffs make
use of this service while it is so readily
available.

There is no charge for this service,
which is being provided by the United
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States Public Health Service, the Dis~
trict of Columbia’ Tuberculosis Associa-
tion, and the District of Columbia De-
partment of Public Health.

Detailed information concerning this
X-ray program is available at the office
of the Secretary of the Senate.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, T wish to
associate myself with the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Alabama and
would urge from this side of the aisle
that we most certainly make use of the
mobile unit referred to.

Mr. President, I have a very brief
statement which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have incorporated in the RECorD
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR THYE

In the State of Minnesota, we have made
great progress in controlling tuberculosis.
This has been achieved through active co-
operation between the general public, local
and State health departments, and the tu-
berculosis associations. Failure to cooperate
and actively participate on the part of any
one of these groups would have greatly hand-
icapped our efforts which are now paying
us such great rewards In terms not only of
saving human lives but also in the saving
of both public and private funds.

1 should also like to note that we have not
become complacent toward this problem in
Minnesota, for so long as there remains one
active unhospitalized case there is the dan-
ger of that infection spreading to others.

Therefore, I wish to take this opportunity
to offer my wholehearted endorsement to the
statement of the senior Senator from Ala-
bama, and to also urge that we and all the
members of our staffs avail ourselves of this
opportunity to protect ourselves and the
members of our families and the community
in which we are living.

AMENDMENT OF THE REFUGEE
RELIEF ACT

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on Mon-
day, April 25, I introduced, on behalf of
myself, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HuMmpHREY], and the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KeFauvEr], a bill com-
prehensively amending the Refugee Re-
lief Act.

The bill is now pending before the
Judiciary Committee. I was very glad
indeed to learn, from yesterday’s press
conference at the White House, of the
President’s statement that he favors re-
vision of the present act. I promptly
issued the following statement:

I am pleased that the President has at long
last taken cognizance of the crippling de-
fects in the Refugee Relief Act. I hope that
the President’s advocacy of amendments to
the act will facilitate the holding of early
hearings, favorable consideration, and speedy
passage of suitable amendments. I, of course,
will strongly press for approval of our bill,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at this
point in my remarks an editorial from
the Washington Post of Tuesday, April
26, and an article from this week'’s issue
of Life. It will be noted that these very
interesting articles strongly support the
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amendments which my colleagues and I
have proposed, by means of the bill we
have introduced.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times Her-
ald of April 26, 1955]

RESCUING THE REFUGEES

Senator LEaman has proposed several
amendments to the emergency Refugee Re-
lief Act of 1953 designed, as he says, to rescue
a law which Congress intended to be “a
great wundertaking in humanitarianism.”
That this was actually the intent of Congress
when it passed the Refugee Act is open to
some skepticism; but it was certainly the
intent of many Members of Congress like
Senator LexmaN, and it was also the avowed
purpose of the President at whose behest
the act was Introduced and adopted. Mem-
bers of Congress who desired to exclude
refugees from the United States rather than
admit them loaded the measure with such
restrictions in the name of national security
as to make this expressed intent very diffi-
cult of fulfillment.

Had there been a will to make the admin-
istration of the act humanitarian, however,
there might have been a way. But this was
precluded by a stipulation in the law itself
that the emergency refugee program be ad-
ministered by the head of the Bureau of
Consular Affairs. The head of this Bureau,
handpicked by the enemies of immigration
in Congress, is Scott McLeod, kingpin of the
State Department’s security system. Thus,
as Edward Corsi so illuminatingly pointed
out the other day, the refugee program was
put into the hands of policemen, with its
administration “dominated by the psy-
chology of security.”

Mr. McLeod is one of the impediments to
immigration which Senator LEHMAN'S
amendments are expressly aimed to remove.
The Senator's proposals make no reference
to Mr, McLeod by name; had they done so,
they would have involved an improper legis-
lative interference with executive discretion.
They simply provide that the administrator
of the refugee program should be nominated
by the President and confirmed by the Sen-
ate—which is precisely the way he should
have been chosen in the first place.

Beyond this, Mr. LEHMAN would remove
from the act a requirement that a 2-year se-
curity history be compiled for all refugees
granted visas; the requirement Is an absurd
and unnecessary one in view of the stringent
security standards of the McCarran-Walter
Immigration Act which refugees as well as
all other immigrants must meet. It thwarts
the hope held out to escapees from behind
the Iron Curtain who cannot possibly pro-
vide the requisite information. Mr. LEn-
maN would also ease the present law's in-
sistence that a home and job be guaranteed
each refugee by an Amerlcan citizen and
permit the guaranty to be made by respon-
sible organizations. And, finally, he would
extend the life of the Refugee Act in order
to make up for the time lost under Mr. Mc-
Leod’s administration. These improvements
are essential if the law is to become in
reality, the “significant humanitarian act”
which President Eisenhower called it nearly
2 years ago. .

[From Life magazine of April 25, 1955]

IMMIGRATION—THE REAL ISSUE IS AN EviL Law

In scores of drab detention camps all over
free Europe are thousands of men without
a country. They have no home, no haven,
and (so it has begun to seem to most of
them) no hope. They are refugees, many of
them displaced by the upheavals of World
War II; others, victims of the cold war, are
escapees who fled their homes behind the
Iron Curtain rather than live in slavery.
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Many of them did so in the belief that they
could find refuge in the United States of
America after passage of the 1953 Refugee
Relief Act, which authorized the admission
of 214,000 refugees.

How false that hope has so far been has
Jjust been emphasized by the peremptory dis-
missal of Edward Corsi, the Secretary of
State’s special assistant on refugee problems,
only 3 months after he took the assignment.
Corsl, who built a fine reputation in his long
career as United States Immigration Com-
missioner and as Governor Dewey's labor
commissioner in New York, claims he was
fired because he was trying to do something
about these refugees. Dulles says he was
fired for trying to circumvent the restrictive
features of the law. Whether Corsi or Dulles
is right is not really the izssue. The real lssue
is the Refugee Relief Act, which President
Eisenhower called a new chance in life [for]
214,000 fellow humans. It has not worked.

The law was boobytrapped from the start.
It requires the act to be run by the State
Department's Security Administrator. This
is Scott McLeod, a pleasant but unimagina-
tive flatfoot. The law itself is so full of
restrictions that McLeod cannot be entirely
blamed for the fact that, after 20 months,
only 158 escapees and about 1,000 refugees
have managed to qualify. But certainly he
is no man to speed things up.

One of the chief obstacles keeping refugees
out is the requirement that each individual
must have an-individual American sponsor
who guarantees a home and a job. Few
Americans are willing to guarantee shelter
and employment for people they have never
seen. Under the old Displaced Persons Act,
groups such as churches and unions could
give blanket guaranties to a specific number.
Moreover, the law makes each refugee give
a detailed account of his last 2 years, requir-
ing proof which escapees seldom have and
certainly cannot go back to get. Most peo-
ple have to spend nearly 2 years In a deten-
tlon camp just in order to acquire this his-
tory. As a consequence of all this, the Refu-
gee Act, instead of being a testament to
American compassion, has become a sardonic
travesty. Says one anti-Communist Alba-
nian escapee, walting hopelessly in an Italian
camp: “It would be better if America did
not have the law. First you raise our hopes
and then you don't live up to it."

The Corsi controversy will serve a useful
purpose if it succeeds in showing up the
true nature of this McLeod cuckooland. If
Dulles has damaged the Republican Party by
firing Corsl, President Eisenhower can do it
a great service by putting his prestige and
support behind the best features of the sev-
eral amendments now in the congressional
hopper to eliminate the worst discriminations
of the Refugee Act. In the meantime, the
best service Eisenhower can pay the existing
Refugee Act, as it is, would be to put it in
sympathetic hands. That would mean firing
Scott McLeod as Security Administrator, and
that would be no great loss.

TRIBUTE TO RABBI DAVID DE SOLA
POOL

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on the
evening of Thursday, April 21, a great
and moving tribute was paid, at the Wal-
dorf-Astoria Hotel, in New York City, to
Rabbi David de Sola Pool, on the occa-
sion of his 70th birthday.

Dr. David de Sola Pool has long been
Rabbi of Congregation Shearith Israel,
the oldest synagogue in America.

At the dinner, tributes were paid to
Dr. Pool by President Eisenhower, Mayor
Wagner, Mr. Arthur Hays Sulzberger,
Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, and many
other leaders of our Nation.



19556

Dr. Pool is a wonderful man, by whose
friendship I have been honored for more
than 40 years. He is one of the great
spiritual leaders of my faith, and has
long been an outstanding civic leader,
public servant, and scholar. He has
earned the high respect and deep affec-
tion, not only of people of my faith, but
also of millions of others of every race,
creed, color, and national origin, who
recognize him as an unflinching and
vigorous fighter for the dignity of man
and for freedom for all peoples.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle which appeared in the New York
Times of Friday, April 22, describing the
dinner and the many tributes paid to
Dr. Pool, be printed in the ReEcorbp, at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Dr. pE Sora PooL Is HoNoReD AT T0—FETE
ALso CroseEs 300TH-YEAR CELEBRATION OF
SHEARITH ISRAEL CONGREGATION

A thousand persons paid tribute last night
to the Reverend Dr. David de Sola Pool, rabbi
of Congregation Shearith Israel, the oldest in
America, on the occasion of his seventieth
birthday.

The dinner, in the grand ballroom of the
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel, also brought to an
end the tercentennial celebration of the
Shearith Israel Congregation, which was
founded in September 1654, by 23 Jews who
had just arrived in New Amsterdam.

President Eisenhower sent a message hon-
oring Dr. Pool's “long years of accomplish-
ment as a public servant, scholar, and spirit-
ual leader.”

Other tributes were paid by Arthur Hays
Sulzberger, publisher of The New York
Times; Ralph E. Samuel, chairman of the
American Jewish Tercentenary Committee;
Mayor Wagner, Supreme Court Justice Ed-
gar J, Nathan Jr., president of Congregation
Shearith Israel, and Mrs. Franklin D. Roose~
velt.

Greeting his well-wishers, Dr. Pool said it
was now clear that “we can never attain that
world security through another worldly
flight from reality or through a self-regard-
ing pursuit of salvation for individuals, but
only through a religion which like Judalsm,
seeks salvation for all mankind.”

Mr. Sulzberger paid tribute to Dr. Pool as
“a gpiritual man and one recognized as such
by the entire community.”

He had directed his remarks largely to the
concept of the responsibility of the news-
paper reader, asserting that responsible news-
paper readers were essential to the main-
tenance of a free and responsible press.

Mr. Sulzberger expressed confidence in the
ability of American citizens to understand
“the great forces that push them toward war
or that help safeguard the peace.”” He sald
he did not believe that citizens of a country
who “are well and truly informed" would
ever be enemies of other peoples similarly
informed.

Democracy, he sald, requires a press that
presents the news “without fear or favor of
any party, sect, or interest and which ac-
knowledges that the manner in which it
presents the news is a matter of legitimate
public concern.”

“The newspaper can do only half the job,”
he said. “The reader must help himself by
doing the rest. If you agree that respon=-
sible newspapers are essential to the exer-
cise of all the other blessings of freedom, you
must go a step farther and agree that re-
sponsible readers are necessary, too.”

He defined the responsible reader as one
concerned about the character of the news-
papers he buys. In these hectic times, he
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noted, the reader does not have time to read
everything.

“The minutes he devotes to dally news-
papers can either supply him the informa-
tion he needs to be a good citizen,” he said,
“or they can bring him up to date on the
state of prostitution in New York and the
thinking of the third juror who found the
young osteopath guilty.

“Which shall it be?

“I repeat: If you want responsible news-
papers you must be responsible readers.”

Mr. Sulzberger took issue with those who
believe that public opinion tends to be
wrong in judging the vital issues of war and
peace—that the public mind always lags be-
hind events and is swayed by rumors, emo-
tions, and fears rather than by realities.
He sald the great hope of democracy was a
better and better informed citizenry.

GROUP RELATIONS IN UNITED STATES

Mr. Samuel declared in his address that
group relations in the United States were at
an all-time high.

“Prejudice and bigotry, by the same
token,” he said, “are less prevalent than at
any time in the 20th century.

“American Jews have lost thelr self-con-
sclousness, in their adherence to their faith,
in their organized and communal behavior,
in their daily lives as human beings associ-
ating in their neighborhoods, their schools,
their jobs, their businesses, with people of
other bellefs and origins.”

Mr. Samuel said the United States had
come closer to achieving the American ideal
of group harmony than ever a Hitler or a
Ehrushchev could have feared. He attrib-
uted what he called “this new friendliness
in America” to many reasons, among them
the celebration of the American Jewish Ter-
centenary. He said the telling of the story
of the contributions made to America by
Jews over the past 300 years had done much
to create the warm and healthy flowering
of a new friendliness in America.

Justice Nathan declared that Dr. Pools
life had epitomized Judaism and that he
had won the respect of all citizens by reason
of his untiring efforts to bring justice, free-
dom, and happiness to all mankind.

Mayor Wagner, referring to the first Jews
who arrived in New Amsterdam in 1654, said:
“There was no immigration legislation in
those days—happily for them perhaps.”

Mrs. Roosevelt appeared unexpectedly at
the dinner to wish Dr. Pool a happy birth-
day. She said that through Dr. Pool's re-
search into the history of the early Jews in
New Amsterdam she had discovered that her
family had close connections with the early
Jewish congregation here.

Dr. Pool received a hand-illuminated tes-
timonial from his congregation.

FORMOSA, QUEMOY, AND MATSU

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on
Thursday, April 21, when the announce-
ment was made that Admiral Radford,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and Assistant Secretary of State Walter
Robertson had left for Formosa, I issued
a statement on Formosa and the Que-
moy and Matsu situation, reiterating my
strong belief that Quemoy and Matsu
are positions of weakness from which
we should withdraw as rapidly as pos-
sible. The purpose of the withdrawal
would be to strengthen our position, both
vis-a-vis Communist China and vis-a-vis
our allies.

I also pointed out that withdrawal
from Quemoy and Matsu would greatly
add to our strength, would greatly in-
crease our prestige among our allies and
among the uncommitted peoples of
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Asia. It would be a move to strengthen
our security and not to weaken it.

I ask unanimous consent that my
statement be printed at this point in the
REecorp, as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state=
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN ON RADFORD-
ROBERTSON MIsSION To FORMOSA, AND THE
QUEMOY-MATSU SITUATION

This morning's press carried the report
that Admiral Radford, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Assistant Secretary
of State, Walter Robertson, have left for
Formosa.

The exact purpose of their visit has not,
of course, been made public, but we can
safely assume that their mission concerns
the fateful decisions that have been made,
are being made and are yet to be made in
respect not only to Formosa, but more im-
mediately to the question of the defense
of Quemoy and Matsu.

There has been a sense of relief—a sense
of relaxation of tension—felt throughout the
country in recent days at the impression
which has emanated from the State Depart-
ment and the Defense Department that our
officials are aware of the intense feeling in
the country that we must not go to war, or
risk war, over Quemoy and Matsu.

There were but few of us here in the
Senate who took this position at the time
the Formosa resolution was considered and
at the time the treaty with Chiang Kai-shek
was under debate.

Those few of us were joined by some other
few Members of the Senate as the days
went by and the enormous danger of the
situation we confronted began to dawn on
the country—the danger of disunion with
our allies, the danger of a war without moral
basis in which we could find ourselves alone,
in Asia and in the free world.

The clear, sensible voice of Mr. Adlal
Btevenson was heard some 10 days ago on
this subject. His views epitomized, I think,
the feeling of the American people. This
feeling was surely conveyed to those in charge
of our Government.

And so there has been a perceptible change
of attitude in the executive department.
Indeed, it was stated by Secretary Dulles
that some of the proposals made by Governor
Stevenson, which were a refinement of views
which I and others had previously expressed
on the floor of the Senate, were, in fact,
being pursued by the United States Gov-
ernment.

This was a far different note from that
which we had heard before. To the extent
that these proposals are being pursued, I
commend the administration and wish our
officials every success.

I must say, however, that there is danger
of confusion concerning the nature of the
position which we occupy today with regard
to Qemoy and Matsu. A mistaken impres-
sion is held in some quarters—a most dan-
gerous impression, in my opinion—that Que-
moy and Matsu represent positions of
strength which we are willing to give up
for a price.

In my opinion—it has always been my
opinion—Quemoy and Matsu are positions
of weakness from which we should and must
withdraw as rapidly as possible. The pur-
pose of the withdrawal would be to strength-
en our position, both vis-a-vis Communist
China and vis-a-vis our allies.

A withdrawal from Quemoy and Matsu
would greatly add to our strength—would
greatly increase our prestige among our allies
and among the uncommitted peoples of Asia,
It would be a move to strengthen our secu-
rity and not to weaken it.
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I am sure that the Chinese Communists,
as well as the rest of the free world, would
recognize it as such.

I think this truth is almost self-evident.
Yet it is widely overlooked.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLD-
WATER IN ANSWER TO RESOLU-
TION OF ARIZONA STATE FEDER-
ATION OF LABOR

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
Tucson, last week, the convention of the
Arizona State Federation of Labor heard
Mrs. Margaret Thornburg, of Washing-
ton, D. C., a director of the women’s
division of the Labor League on Political
Education, label me as “one of the most
hated men in the United States”; and I
understand that the convention itself is
reported to have adopted a resolution
calling for the end of my political
CATeer.

I ask unanimous consent that my
answer to those remarks be printed at
this point in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLDWATER

What transpired in Tucson should be of
great concern to all Americans. There, a
representative of the labor bosses from
Washington used the word “hate.” Hatred
is the weapon of revolutionists, and I don't
believe that she spoke for the majority of
people of Arizona or the United States.

The meeting was interesting, too, because
the political implications of what transpired
in Tucson are pretty self-evident. It was
just another clear indication that the pro-
fessional labor bosses have taken over the
Democratic Party and are calling all the
plays.

What interests me particularly is the per-
sonal attack upon myself and the injection
of the word “hated” into the picture. I have
had many disagreements with the leaders of
labor, both in Washington, and in Arizona,
but the feeling of hatred has never entered
my mind, and I sincerely believe it has never
entered theirs. Stretching disagreement into
hatred is one of the tools used by those who
would destroy our way of life, as hatred
creates class difference, and I hope that Mrs.
Thornburg and the Arizona State Federation
of Labor will soberly reflect on their intem-
perate language. But, because they injected
the word “hate,” I will have to refer to it in
answering their charges.

My sole objective in the field of labor
legislation has been to preserve the freedom
of the individual workingman and woman
and to protect them against abuse and co-
ercion by either management or labor. To
that end I favor and have favored what is
commonly called “right-to-work™ legislation.
“Right-to-work" legislation is simply a pro-
hibition against compulsory unionism. It
prohibits employers and unions from en-
tering into contracts which make union
membership a condition of employment. It
places the right to earn a living above any
obligation to pay tribute, compulsory or
otherwise, to professional labor bosses. The
professional labor boss “hates™ me for tryilng
to deny him that compulsory tribute.

The right to work in Arizona is a part of
our constitution, and elected officials are
sworn to defend constitutions. I am trying
to protect that portion of Arizona’s constitu-
tion that gives a man the right to work, and
which was voted in by an overwhelming ma-
jority of the.people. It seems peculiar to
me that any labor official ,would “hate” a
public servant who is performing his sworn
duty.
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To that end I favor, and have favored, so-
called “States’ rights” legislation designed to
retain in the States their inherent power to
protect the individual workingman and
woman and the individual citizen against
the abuses and coercion involving minority
strikes and secondary boycotts. The pro-
fesslonal labor boss “hates” me for trying to
deny him those illegal weapons.

To that end I favor, and was instrumental
in obtaining, the enactment by Congress of
the Communist Control Act of 1954, designed
to eliminate from trade union leadership the
Communists and fellow travelers who so no-
toriously dominate some unions. The pur-
pose of that law is to free the individual
workingman and woman from that Com-
munist domination. Most professional labor
leaders do not attack me openly for my stand
on that legislation because to do so would
be considered unpopular and unpatriotic.
But the professional labor leader, neverthe-
less, “hates” me secretly for trying to deny
him the fruits of labor dictatorship, whether
Communist or otherwise.

Who are some of the professional labor
leaders that “hate” me for these eflorts on
behalf of the individual working man and
woman? Well, one of them is right in my
hometown. Don Baldwin, czar of the Bar-
tender and Culinary Workers Union “hates”
me because, by violating the State’s right-
to-work law and the State antiminority
picketing law, he virtually destroyed his
own dictatorship. Another one is Maurice
Travis, former secretary-treasurer of the
National Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter
‘Workers and an avid believer in Communist
control of the trade-union movement.
Travis is under indictment for perjury.
Another one is Walter Reuther, president of
the CIO. He is a Socialist and believes in
control of all phases of our lives by the
Federal Government, except the activities of
professional labor bosses. He “hates” me for
my stand on States rights, because the
States might infringe on his Federal license
to vietimize individuals through minority
strikes and secondary boycotts.

I have long since recognized the disagree-
ment between these professional labor bosses
and my objectives in the flield of labor leg-
islation, but this has not deterred, and it
will not deter, me one lota from my objectives
to preserve the freedom of the individual
against oppressive power by either labor or
management. Hatred is the weapon of rev-
olutionists, and I do not think that the ma-
Jjority of the people of this country are as
yet in revolt against the institution of in-
dividual liberty.

THE RIGHT TO WORK—ADDRESS BY
FATHER JAMES A. MAJOR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, on
April 18, the Reverend Father James A.
Major delivered an inspiring address on
the subject of the right to work. His
address was delivered before the 18th
annual convention of the Northwestern
Council of the Lumber and Sawmill
Workers at Missoula, Mont.

Father Major discussed the ethical and
moral questions relative to the right-to-
work proposals. I was so much im-
pressed with his address that I ask unan-
imous consent to have it printed in the
body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

OBSERVATIONS ON THE So-CALLED RicHT-To-
Worr Laws

First of all, may I extend good wishes for
success in the work that lies ahead and for
which you have assembled in convention.
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A convention of this kind is a wvantage
point reached in the forward march of your
organization. From it the record of past
achievements can be reviewed, while from
the study can be had guidance in the task
of planning for the future.

Past accomplishments, worthy and com-
mendable as they are, do not necessarily
have in themselves the quality of finality,
of a completeness. They are, as they were
intended to be, the bases for such greater
works as may be required to meet future
needs.

Facing the future, however, is not a mat-
ter of prime Importance. Its importance is
only secondary. Of prime importance is
faith in the future. It is faith in the fu-
ture that provides the incentive whence
come both initiative and enthusiasm. It is
enthusiasm which generates the power of
sustained endeavor and endurance.

Too often attempts to weaken a people's
faith In the future are made by men sat-
urated with the poisons of a materialistic
philosophy, whose vision is so marred by the
dollar sign that they cannot see the God-
given dignity inherent in the human nature
of their fellow men, and who in their blind-
ness fail to recognize the inalienable rights
with which those fellow men have been en-
dowed by the Creator, and for the protection
and preservation of which this constitutional
democracy, called the United States of Amer-
ica, was forged upon the battlefield, with its
various parts belng cemented firmly with the
warm blood of men who cherished their
sacred heritage of God-given dignity and
God-given rights.

Too often the devotees to greed for wealth
and dominating power obstruct the cause
of justice by intrigue. Too often they dis-
tort the truth and seek In high places ap-
proval of their distortions, the while they
seek to confuse and decelve by gquestionable
slogans or catch phrases the mind of an un-
suspecting public. Too often they send
their slogans throughout the land to peddle
their ideologies, to be the salesmen of their
errors. But well dressed as the ideologies
may be, respectable as they may seem, and
freely circulated as they are, they still re-
main the sinister agents of a group unscru-
pulous in aims and tacties, and cynical to-
ward all social welfare measures which do
not offer bankable gains.

In recent months the American people
have had such salesmen of error trying to
high pressure them into buying a certain
commodity ealled right-to-work. This ar-
ticle has been heralded as a medicine with
miracle performing properties. It has been
publicized as a medicine which everybody
should buy. In fact, it has been declared
so indispensable a medicine for the cure of
all industrial ills that its purchase should
be decreed and enforced by law.

While 18 States have bought the commod-
ity, the others as yet have not done so,
although some loud voices are clamoring per-
sistently for the purchase. Whether or not
the purchase will be made will depend on the
public’s attitude. If the public remains in-
different to what the legislatures do, the pur-
chase will be made; for the originators of
the commodity are at no time indifferent.
On the other hand, if the public shows any
sign of an awakened interest the originators
will not doff their hat and politely bid
good-day. To the contrary, they will stick
both feet in the doorway and renew their
efforts, using every trick in the book of high-
pressure tactics. For one thing, they are
determined to make the sale; they are de-
termined to get the legislatures to buy the
medicine and administer it to their constit-
uents; they are determined to have John Q.
Public placed under their sedative. They

‘want him in this condition so that he can

easily be manipulated as a pawn on the chess
board of dollars-and-cents, and, if neces-
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sary, even be sacrificed to greater bankable
profits.

If public indifference is to be overcome and
public resistance is to be had, then pub-
lic interest must be aroused. It must be an
enlightened interest; for he guards best who
best understands what he is guarding. To
secure this enlightened interest a definite
program must be carefully prepared, pru-
dently directed, and steadily administered
to the end that, the public will be correctly
informed as to the poisonous contents of the
medicine and the disastrous effects it will
have on their sacred heritage of God-given
dignity and God-given rights, should it be
purchased through their legislatures, or
taken by themselves in whatever dosage may
be recommended to them.

Our allotted time will not permit a full
study of this so-called indispensable remedy
for industrial and economic ills. We may,
however, make a partial study. To this end
let us put the wonder drug under the micro-
scope of logie, then drop it into the orientat-
ing principles of morality and ethics.

Under the microscope of logic we see one
potent ingredient, technically called so-
phistry, popularly described as double talk.
Consider briefly the terms right and work.
Joined they make a catchy label. They ap-
peal to one's innate sense of justice. They
suggest economic security. Yet in these
subtle suggestions they are deceptive. They
speak the language of appearances, not the
language of reality. They overexpand the
meaning of the word right, they shrink the
meaning of the word work.

In the Standard Dictionary, to work is de-
fined thus: “To put forth physical or mental
effort toward a set end.” Note the extension
of that definition. It includes mental effort.
Accordingly it extends itself into the field of
education, a factor of no slight concern;
certainly not to Congress. For Congress re-
fused to ignore the extension of the mean-
ing when it debated the Child Labor bill
some years ago. The right-to-work com-
modity is sllent on this extended meaning.
It uses the word as having no extension be-
yond the output of physical effort involved
in manual toil. By so doing it shrinks the
meaning unto its purposes, the while it
presumes to be using the term honestly.
This is sheer verbal trickery, shabby double
talk, smacking of discriminatory class legis-
lation, long ago outlawed by the Constitu-
tion.

It seems to me that this hidden ingre-
dient has a realistic potency which educators
should not ignore; for if the materialistic-
minded man behind this “right-to-work"”
measure should find it to their advantage
to step into the field of education later on,
they have an open door. They need only
to insist upon a complete extension of the
word’s meaning. They can point to the
Standard Dictionary to prove the reason-
ableness of their demands. And the courts
will have to go along. For once a law is
upon the books the courts must abide by
the terminology used. The educators might
then find themselves facing a future devoid
of opportunity for them to have any faith
in the future, be it for themselves or for
society. It seems to me that educators
cannot afford to ignore this danger, nor sit
back with any degree of indifference to the
issues involved. Their own security is se-
cretly jeopardized by the verbal trickery,
the sophistry of the glib peddlers of error.

As for the word “right.” What is a “right”?
Simply it is this: a title of ownership to
property, to a course of action, to an adher-
ence to ideologies, and the like. By reason
of their source, rights are either substantive
or remedial. BSubstantive rights are those
which are inherent in a man 8s a person;
inherent because they have been received
from the Creator as endowments—such as
the rights to life, liberty, the pursuit of
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happiness, and so forth. “Unalienable” the
Declaration of Independence calls them,
“Inviolate” the Constitution proclaims them.
These rights have the gquality of stability
and permanency. Remedial rights are those
which accrue to men from law. They are
political in their source and are given for
protection and preservation of the substan-
tive, or natural rights.

Of such are the amendments to the Con=-
stitution (originally called the Bill of Rights)
the first 10 of which were demanded by
the Founding Fathers who were on guard
against the dangers arising from language
in which terms are used loosely. These
fathers wanted to see the realities behind
the words. They wanted words used in a
way that did not permit of verbal trickery.
For this reason they insisted on clarifica-
tion of the terms “unalienable rights.” They
wanted specific listings of these rights. And
they wanted them so that they could safe-
guard these rights against attempts by poli-
ticians to tamper with them by specious
juggling of words or spurious interpreta-
tions.

Keeping before us these few observations,
let us take a closer look at the word “right.”
Beneath the abstract notion we see the prac-
tical aspects. These aspects are two In num-
ber. One is called “possession,” the other
‘“‘use, or exercise."” The distinction is real,
not figurative. And it is vitally important.
The common experience of every man, wom-
an, or child bears out the fact that the
possession of a thing, or a right, and the use
of that thing, or right, are entirely different;
that the mere possession does not always
permit the use; that the possession is not
destroyed just because the thing, or right,
cannot or may not be used. Experience
proves that the use of rights is permitted or
justified only under certain conditions;
never indiscriminately. In other words, ex-
perience teaches that, while man possesses
rights, he does not always have the right to
use those rights.

As we look at the commodity which we are
urged to buy we find that it gives the word
right an overextended meaning. It would
have us believe that possession and use are
inseparable; that the mere fact of possession
includes the use—includes it unconditional-
ly, so that a man in possession of a right may
automatically and unconditionally assert,
use, or exercise that right. It would have us
believe that, because a man has a license to
own and carry a loaded gun he has a license
to use that gun whenever, wherever, and for
whatever purpose he chooses. By way of
corallary, it would have us believe that, be-
cause he has a right to fire the gun in any
direction somewhere in the hills, he has the
right to fire it any direction on a city street,
even in the direction of a crowd of people
leaving a theater; nor is he to be punished
if he should fire it under those conditions.
Briefly, the proponents of the “right-to-
work” bill would have us subscribe to the
proposition, as to a sound principle, that a
man's right to possess a loaded gun carries
with it unconditionally his right to do as he
pleases with it; and that no one can do any-
thing about the matter.

No; the mere possession of a right does not
carry with it the permission to use the right
indiscriminately. The exercise of rights is
always conditional. And the basic, funda-
mental condition which supports the social
superstructure, the while it protects, pre-
serves, and promotes law and order—and
through these makes possible and secure
government—is the condition whereby the
superior rights of society take precedence
over the individual’s use, or exercise of rights.
The overextension of the meaning given to
the word “right” by the proponents of the
measure is sheer verbal trickery, sheer soph-
istry. And any legal decree based upon it is
inimical to the public good; wherefore such
a decree lacks the force of a law, No decree,
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however well-dressed 1t may be with legal
language, has the force of a law if it is ad-
verse to the public good. Certalnly not in
a civilized society.

From these observations through the mi-
croscope of logic—necessarily limited as they
are—let us now drop the ingredients of the
commodity Into the orientating principles
of morality and ethics. Here again our ob-
servations must necessarily be limited. The
most we can observe are a few salient points.

Wherever rights exist there also duties
exist. In its positive aspect a duty consists
in the recognition of, and respect for, the
rights of another. In its negative aspect a
duty consists in the noninterference with or
the nondenial of the possession or the use of
the rights. This does not mean that a per-
son's possession or exercise of rights is im-
mune to their loss or curtailment by others.
The giver of the rights may attach to the
grant specific stipulations whereby the pos-
session may be forfeited, or the exercise may
be controlled. Thus, for the crime of murder
the Creator has stipulated that the grant of
the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness shall be forfeit to the superior,
corporate rights of society. Similarly, the
civil law, in the name of the superior, cor-
porate rights of society, stipulates forfeiture
of the possession where certain crimes have
been committed, and forfeiture of the exer-
cise where the public good is involved and
demands curtailment. Accordingly, recogni-
tion of, respect for, noninterference with,
nondenial of another person’s rights consti-
tute a duty only so long as that person has
not forfeited the possession or the exercise
of his rights. If forfeiture has been made,
duty does not bind. And where duty does
not bind, justice is not violated.

Dropped into these orientating principles
of morality and ethics, what happens to the
wonder drug, the right-to-work bill? Plain-
ly, there is no question of forfeiture as re-
gards the possession of the right to work.
‘What is involved is not the possession but the
exercise of the right. The right to work may
be exercised on condition that it does not
jeopardize the superior, corporate rights of
soclety; or, to state it in other terms, when
it does not pose a threat to the public good.

Because the laboring men and their fami-
lies in these United States constitute the
majority of the population, what affects
them as a class affects the public good. And
because as a class they have mutual, corpo=-
rate interests wrapped up In the circum-
stances and conditlons of their labor they
have the right both on moral and ethical
grounds to unite themselves freely into a
unit, a union, through which they can act
jointly, as well as effectively, for the protec-
tion and preservation of their immediate
interests and those of soclety—the public
good—with which their immediate interests
are inseparably fused.

When the employees in a given industry
have freely united themselves in such an
organization dedicated to such purposes; and
when by law they have had their organiza-
tion recognized and their declared purposes
sanctioned, then they constitute a legiti-
mate society with sufficient properties as to
make it an organic society. As a legitimate
organic society they may use such means to
secure their objectives as are found neces-
sary and efficient, keeping those means at
all times within the moral and ethical
boundaries of reason and justice. When,
therefore, they stipulate conditions for em-
ployment and insist on having these stipu-
lations embodied in thelr negotiated con-
tracts with management, they are placing
controls on the exercise of a man's right
to work in said industry. Note, they are not
denylng that the man has the right to
work. They simply declare that the exer-
cise of the right will be permitted if the
man will comply with the conditions which
have been found necessary for the security
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of mutual, corporate interests. This de-
mand does not violate justice. It is simply
the application of the moral and ethical
principle according to which the superior,
corporate rights of legitimate soclety take
precedence over the individual's uncondi-
tional, indiseriminate exercise of his right.

If the application in this instance is a
violation of justice, then it is equally a vio-
lation of justice when the Government
makes an application of the principle. And
Government very definitely does make the
application. It applies it in two instances.
First, by curtailing the exercise of rights
through the various amends to the Consti-
tution; and secondly, by obliging its eciti-
zens to surrender the peaceful, comfortable
pursuits of homelife to the regimented, dis-
ciplinary, hazardous life of the soldier on
the battlefield. And this not withstanding
its proclamation that man’s rights to his
life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness are
inalienable, inviolate,

Any body of lawmakers, therefore, who
Ignore these moral and ethical principles and
attempt to leglslate in violation of them are
violating justice. And justice miscarried is
tyranny.

If the proponents of the bill—and they
certainly are not the laboring men them-
selves—insist on legislatlon according to a
materialistic philosophy; if they insist on
rule by tyranny through miscarriage of jus-
tice, in the hopes of greater bankable profits,
they are blind to the lessons which were
taught by the Minute Men at Concord and
Lexington, April 19, 1775, when in answer
to Major Pitcalrn's shout: “Disperse, ye vil-
lains,” Capt. John Parker sald to his 50
men of toil: “Stand your ground. Don’t fire
unless fired upon; but if they mean to have
war, let it begin here.” Let the proponents
remember that those men of toil were not
cowards; that the words of their captain were
not words of double talk. They had one
clear meaning. And that meaning would be
endorsed by action. It was. And how it
was. For there, when men who would be
free stood face to face with tyranny’s agents,
there was fired—in the words of Ralph Waldo
Emerson—"the shot heard ‘round the
world.”

If the public Interests, as vested in the
Interests of the working classes, are to be
undermined in legislatures by defiance of
both the rules of sound logic and the princi-
ples of morality and ethics, then the States,
like the instigators of the right-to-work bill,
should be prepared to pay the price. For
treason to human dignity begets slavery.
And while slavery in the industrial world
may provide cheap labor and fattened pocket-
books for the would-be masters, it ultimately
begets economic disaster both for the State—
by loss of revenue derived from taxes on
earned income—and for the special groups
whose vision is so marred by the dollar sign
that they invite slowdowns, production cut-
downs, and not improbable permanent shut-
downs of their plants.

Regarding such undermining legislation
Leo XIII, Pius XI, and Pius XII have spoken
out vigorously, declaring it a vlolation of
moral principles and therefore forbidden.
In his encyclical Forty Years After Plus XI
stated definitely: “Labor is not a mere com-
modity. On the contrary, the worker's
human dignity in it must be reco :
It therefore cannot be bought and sold like
a commodity.” In his message, Christmas
1042, Pius XII said: “If legislation is to play
its part in the pacification of the community,
it must prevent the worker * * * from
being condemned to an economic depend-
ence and slavery which is irreconcilable with
his rights as a person.”

Strongly does he condemn the tenet that,
workingmen may by legislation be made sub-
Ject to the will of industrialists as regards
wages, working conditions, etc. Legislation,
he declares, which puts the worker at the
nercy of management, denying them the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

use of united efforts—unions—to protect
their mutual, corporate interests in secur-
ing decent, sufficient returns necessary for
a decent, sufficient livelihood, is legislation
which is contrary to the natural rights of
men; hence contrary to moral principles and
therefore is forbidden.

All three pontiffs have further declared
that they are aware of the fact that, man is
an individual person endowed with free will;
that he is exercising his free will when he
enters into an individual agreement with
management regarding wages, conditions of
labor, etc. But they insist strongly that, he
is also a social being, so created by God.
They point out that the rules of sound rea-
soning (logic) are violated by those who
stress the exercise of personal rights, the
while they ignore the obligations arising
from the social nature of man. Such stress,
they maintain, is placed on the theoretical
aspect of the case, and this without any re-
gard to the Indispensable practical aspects.
The matter, however, is not simply one of
logie. It is an ethical, moral matter.

The fact that man according to his God-
given nature is not merely an individual
person but a social being places restrictions
on the exercise of his freedom. He is not
allowed to agree to wages which are in-
sufficlent to meet his own needs and those
of his dependents. Neither is he allowed
to agree to wages, or other conditions of
labor, If in so doing he threatens to place
fellowmen in the danger of recelving insuffi-
cient wages or enduring conditions of labor
which are not consonant with human dig-
nity. His soclal obligations override his
personal choices in such matters; and any
disregard of them is a violation of morality.
In other words, the individual’s exercise of
his rights is conditioned by the superior
rights of society. Nor is this principle to be
volded by any legislative enactment.

These are only a few of numerous Papal
Pronouncements pertaining to social and
industrial matters. They are, however,
adequate to point up the insidious nature
of legislation which undermines public in-
terests under the guise of promoting them
by so-called right-to-work laws. Economic
disaster invited by specious legislation is
never permitted by sound logie, or by ethical,
moral prineiples.

Incidentally, this field of economic disas-
ter should be explored by your organization
on a nationwide scale. The findings should
be publicized. By showing the effects of
slave labor to industry and to the States
which permit it, the hidden dangers of the
right-to-work bill will be revealed, for “by
their fruits you shall know them.” Our
study has been made, not in the field of the
actual effects, but in the field of logic and
moral principles. We have chosen this field,
rather than the field of effects, because the
immediate question is one of law. And
where the enactment of a law is foremost on
the docket, attention to the meaning of
words and the combined rules of logic and
moral principles becomes the first order of
the day.

As you, therefore, review in this conven-
tion the record of past achievements and
plan for the future, fail not to make provi-
sions for a program of enlightened educa-
tion, whereby public interest may be se-
cured and public awareness of the dangers
may be aroused The future cannot be faced
with indifference or lukewarmness. It must
be faced with faith and courage and con-
certed action.

The stakes are high.

Human dignity is on the auction block.

It must not be bartered for bankable
profits,

IS IKE AS INVINCIBLE AS DEWEY?

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp an unusually im-

April 28

portant article entitled “Is Ike as Invin-
cible as Dewey?” It was published in
the May 1955 issue of the Demoecratic
Digest.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Is IKE As INVINCIBLE AS DEWEY?

“The Republicans,” commented the Berk-
shire Eagle, “are once more conceding the
1956 elections to themselves.”

The Eagle was.taking note of a curlous
phenomenon—a concerted drive by Repub-
lican leaders to persuade the public (and
possibly the current occupant of the White
House, too) that Ike is invineible in 1956.
Of course within Republican strategy circles,
the slogan “Ike Is Invincible" is translated,
“Ike Is Indispensable.”

But the “Ike Is Invincible” line does not
belong solely to official Republican spokes-
men. Almost without exception, an Eisen-
hower victory in 1956 is being accepted as an
unarguable fact by political writers, column-
ists, and commentators,

Noting the unanimity with which his col-
leagues were conceding the election many
months before the voters had had a chance
to make up their own minds, one columnist
commented, “I'm beginning to get worried.
This sounds too much like 1948 when we
were all telling each other that the Repub-
licans were a ‘shoo-in.'"

There are many similarities between the
prevailing psychology today and the think-
ing in 1948 that prompted Life magazine to
caption a picture of candidate Dewey, a
week before the election, as the next Presi-
dent of the United States. One similarity
is the rapt attention most commentators are
devoting to the public-opinion polls, which
show that a very large percentage of the peo~
ple polled still think kindly of the President,
but which admittedly do not purport to
bridge the gap between liking Ike and vot-
ing for another 4 years of Ike and Republi-
can Government. These, incidentally, are
the same opinion polls that knew positively
that Dewey was going to be elected before
the people knew it themselves.

But perhaps the most striking parallel
with 1948 is the prevailing opinion that the
Democrats lack issues that will have a de-
cisive popular appeal in the 1956 campaign.
This was also the popular view in 1948,
even among reporters who accompanied Mr.
Truman on his “give ’em hell” whistlestop
trips, and who persisted in this belief right
up to election day. It wasn't until after
the voters had confounded the pollsters and
the pundits that these reporters began to
think back over the campaign, and to dis-
cover that there had been, all along, an im-
pressive list of issues—such as taxes, hous-
ing, inflation, farm slump, power, and rec-
lamation cutbacks—issues that Mr. Truman
had brought to the voters with great force.

Reviewing the issues that played an im-
portant part in the 1948 election, it appears
that most, iIf not all of them, are present
again today, or are developing into major
issues for the 1956 elections. The issue of
tax reduction is a perfect example. The Re-
publican 80th Congress insisted on cutting
taxes by $5 billion. Then, as now, they
proudly claimed that this was the largest
tax cut in United States history. Then, as
now, the major part of the tax relief went
to wealthy individuals and to corporations,
Then, as now, Democrats pressed for tax re-
lief for lower income-tax payers, through an
increase in the personal exemption., Then,
as now, this effort was opposed by the Re-
publicans in Congress, almost to a man, and
was defeated. The Republican “rich-man’s
tax bill” became a major issue in the 1948
campaign,

The farm vote 1s most often credited with
defeating Mr. Dewey and electing Mr. Tru-
man., What stirred up the farmers most
was the fact that the 80th Congress had de-
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prived Mr. Truman of the authority to pro-
vide the added grain-storage facilities which
were needed to get price-support loans.

In the summer and fall of 1948, corn and
wheat prices fell off sharply as bumper crops
overflowed existing storage bins, and thou-
sands of farmers were forced to go without
price supports. Today, farm income is slid-
ing—down 10 percent in 1954—and the buy-
ing power of the farmer's income is at the
lowest point since 1940. Despite this, the
administration continues to think of price
supports merely as protection against undue
disaster and administration spokesman con-
tinue to say that the solution to the farm
problem is to get the small ineflicient farmer
out of agriculture.

The workingman, as well as the farmer,
had reason to vote against the Republicans
in 1948, for the GOP 80th Congress had en-
acted over President Truman’s veto, the
Taft-Hartley Act. Today, the workingman
agaln has compelling reasons for mistrusting
the GOP; not only has the President failed to
fight for the Taft-Hartley changes he prom-
ised in the 1852 campaign; he has also packed
the National Labor Relations Board (which
administers the Taft-Hartley Act) with
avowedly promanagement men who have
succeeded in toughening up Taft-Hartley in
practice, even though the law itself remains
the same. Union men also get a hint of the
Presldent’s attitude toward Ilabor versus
business from the list of guests at the Eisen-
hower stag dinners. Up to the time this
information was classified secret by the
White House, the guest list had Iincluded
294 businessmen, and only 8 union officials.

Anocther issue that spans both 1948 and
1955, and that affects the workingman and
his family, is whether the Republicans are
willing and able to control economic boom
and bust. In 1948, inflation was the main
threat and President Truman repeatedly
asked the GOP 80th Congress to give him
power to put the lid on prices. When the
Republicans turned a deaf ear—even dur-
ing the famous “turnip day" special session
of Congress following the two conventions,
President Truman took the inflation issue
to the people.

Today there Is far more danger of defla-
tion than inflation, but the Republicans have
shown themselves equally unwilling to take
positive action to meet that danger, The
President talks about an economy that
should expand by $14 billion a year. Yet
neither he nor his economic advisers seem
very concerned about the fact that in 1954,
the economy shrunk by nearly $8 billion;
and at one point, Treasury Szcretary Hum-
phrey told Congress he didn’t think 4 mil-
lion unemployed was an excessive figure,
The efforts of Democrats to warn of the
growing slack in the economy are shrugged
off by administration officials as gloom and
doom, and Democratic efforts to holster con-
sumer purchasing power by tax relief for
lower income families are decrled as irre-
sponsible and inflationary.

In 1948, as he “whistle-stopped” through-
out the Western States, Président Truman
pounded home the way in which the Repub-
lican 80th Congress had decimated the
reclamation and public power programs
launched by the Democrats. As a result,
Mr. Truman swept every Mountain and
Western State except Oregon.

In 1954, Oregon furnished the clearest
evidence (in the surprise election of RicHARD

' NEuBerGER as the first Democratic Senator
from Oregon in 40 years) that the public
power and reclamation slowdowns, plus
the resource giveaways of the Eisenhower
administration are redhot issues in the West.
Hells Canyon, the greatest undeveloped
waterpower site left in the United States,
lying along the Idaho-Oregon border, prom-
ises to focus the power issue sharply in 1956.
The Elsenhower administration favors turn-
ing over the power site to the Idaho Power
Co., at the expense of wasting one-third
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of the available waterpower; while Demo-~
crats in both the House and Senate are
pushing a bill for a Government dam that
will turn out larger amounts of power at
lower rates.

Moreover, the Dixon-Yates deal, In which
the President directed the Atomic Energy
Commission, against the wishes of a majority
of its members, to sign a 25-year contract
with a favored utilities syndicate not yet
formally in existence, has helped to drama-
tize the administration’s tender concern for
the private power utilities.

Of course the controversies of 1956 will
not be confined to those that have an exact
parallel in 1948. There will be other vital
issues: One of the most prominent is the
crisis in cur schools and the Republican
versus the Democratic methods of coping
with it. Although the President acknowl-
edges a shortage of over 300,000 classrooms,
he has proposed a cumbersome school-aid
program which 40 State school officials have
opposed in whole or in part, which forces
the States and localities to rely almost en-
tirely on their own nearly exhausted re-
sources, and which in fact imposes higher
costs on States and local school districts,
mainly for the benefit of bond brokers and
bankers. The Democrats, on the other hand,
have proposed a $1 billion emergency school-
ald program which can be put to work build-
ing schools just as soon as the States put
up matching funds.

Another administration program that
seems designed mainly for the benefit of
kanks and other lending institutions is the
highway program. Because of the devious
financing methods proposed by the adminis-
tration, the taxpayers will have to spend
roughly $2.7 billion in needless interest pay-
ments on highway bonds. Here again, Damo-
crats in Congress have a more direct program
to propose as an alternative, one which avoids
the high-interest payments.

Some skeptics, may wonder if any of these
issues will have enough impact on the voters
to carry the day in November 1956. The same
question was asked in 1948, all during Mr.
Truman’s campaign, When the election was
over, however, most analysts concluded that
it wasn't any one of these issues, taken sepa-
rately, that had had the decisive impact. It
was the fact that they all added up to one
very simple and overwhelming truth: Gov-
ernment under the Republicans is, by and
large, government for the few, while the
Democrats represent government for the
many.

Judging from the 1954 congressional elec-
tions, 2 years of Republican rule was enough
to convince a majority of the voters that this
truth still holds good, for despite President
Eisenhower's personal intervention in last
fall's election, he became the first President
of this century to lose control of both Houses
of Congress 2 years after his first election
to office.

And, as 19565 progresses, government for
the few becomes more rather than less ap-
parent: Democratic tax cuts for the many
are again pitted against Republican tax cuts
for the few; an administration school-aid
program written with the help of bankers
for. the benefit of bankers versus a Demo-
eratic bill to build more schools as soon and
as economically as. possible; a GOP electric-
power program that favors the utilities is
pitted against one designed to bring the most
power at the lowest cost to the consumers.

Nor will government for the few be the
only issue in the 1956 campaign. There will
be the administration’s foreign policy, best
described by the phrase, “Diplomacy by
blufi"—the bluffs of liberation, unleas
of Chiang Kai-shek, massive retaliation,
agonizing reappraisal, and the blustering
confusion of the administration’'s course in
Indochina.

There will be the question of the admin-
fsration’s huckstering in dealing with the
American people; the-pie-in-the-sky cam-
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paign promises of 1952 on which the Eisen-
hower crusade came to office, but which have
been so largely unfulfilled; the numbers
racket in the Government security program;
and the sloganeering which tries to magnify
a $200 million Federal outlay into a $7 billion
school-aid program.

Finally, there will be a. w. 0. 1.—admin-
istration without leadership—the specter
of a government in which cabinet officers
contradict each other, and operate at
variance with the President, with complete
impunity; of a political party in which lead-
ing spokesmen openly defy the President’s
wishes, without a word of protest from the
‘White House, of a President who tolerates
the release of secret and explosive documents
without his knowledge or consent.

One Democrat commented recently,
“Maybe all the good issues we have won't
be enough to win in 1956. But,” he added
dryly, “I think it will be worth our while to
go through with the election even though the
Republicans have conceded it to themselves
again.”

RECOMMENDATION OF FEDERAL
TRADE COMMISSION TO ELIMI-
NATE QUANTITY DISCOUNT RULE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
businessmen of Minnesota are seriously
and understandably concerned over the
report of the Attorney General’s com-
mittee to study the antitrust laws, which
they quite rightly feel is a sharp blow to
independent business in this country.

Because a letter sent to the editor of
the Washington Post and Times Herald
April 1 by George J. Burger, vice presi-
dent of the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, effectively states the
same concern expressed by hundreds of
letters to me from Minnesota small busi-
nessmen, I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed at this point in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ApPrIL 1, 1955.
EpiTor, WASHINGTON PosT AND TiMES HERALD,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: I note with considerable interest
the editorial in the April 1 issue of the
Washington Post and Times Herald, Com-
petitive Business. I am just wondering
whether real competitive business exists in
our overall economy today.

The conclusions reached in these remarks
do not come about from experience as a
professional trade association executive, or
from the study of textbooks, but, on the
other hand, from the school of hard knocks,
either through having owned and operated
an independent business establishment for
better than a quarter of a century or more
or for close to 50 years in the overall having
basic factual knowledge of what is happen-
ing affecting the whole small-business struc-
ture of our economy.

To substantiate this view a .good glaring
example regarding competitive business is
the recent happenings in thz2 sale of the
Government-owned synthetic rubber plants
to private industry.

It was a most unfortunate situation for
those few Members of Congress who asked
the Congress to stop, look, and listen before
this deal was consummated that their oppo-
sitlon could have been helped If the inde-
pendent factors in the rubber industry had
come forward and expressed their fear of
what would take place in the sale of these
plants to giants, both in the rubber and oil
industry. The reason they did not come for-
ward was because of their fear of retaliction.
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In my official position with the federa=-
tion as vice president in charge of the legis-
lative activities, many cases are channeled
through our hands during any given year
from independent business of all descrip-
tions, both at the production and dis-
tribution level. In many of these cases
which come to our attention the reports are
of alleged violations of the antitrust laws.
When we dig into these cases and find that
the charges can be substantiated we request
of the members: “Do we have the privilege
of disclosing the source of our information
to either the antitrust agencies of the Gov-
ernment or to congressional committees?”
and in 99 cases out of 100 the answer is
“We would like to grant this privilege, but
we are fearful of retaliation from our source
of supply.” Would you call this real com-
petitive business as we know fair competi-
tion should be?

In the very first instance if there had been
consistent, vigorous enforcement of the anti-
trust laws, and particularly the Robinson=-
Patman Act, there would never have been
any need for independent business or their
few sincere leaders to demand new legisla-
tion such as the Fair Trade Acts, so as to give
fair competition in the retail field.

You sald in your editorial, which we guote
in part: “But it is unanimous in recom-
mending retention and strengthening of the
antimonopoly acts.” Let us see how sincere
the study committee was in their recom-
mendation on this above quote.

Page 177 in the report of the Attorney
General’s Committee discloses its disapproval
of another section of the Robinson-Patman
Act. This section is known as the “quantity
limit proviso.” The act authorizes and em-
powers the Federal Trade Commission to
take action against price discriminations
based upon quantity discounts, but only
after the Commission finds as a fact that
the challenged discount system is unjustly
discriminatory or promotive of monopoly.

Yet the committee in its report states:
“We deplore this singling out and penalizing
of the quantity discount system.” In other
words, the committee recommends elimina-
tion of that section of the law.

The truth of the matter is that this sec-
tion of the Robinson-Patman Act is looked
upon by small business as the heart of the
act, namely, that it is the special and pre-
ferred discounts given to a few which causes
the chaos for small factors both in the pro-
duction and distribution field.

This section of the act has been in the law
since the creation of the law in 1936 and no
attempt was made by the Federal Trade Com-
mission to invoke this section even though
the Commission was well aware of the fact
that in certain industries the discount sys-
tem in that or those industries was unjustly
discriminatory or promotive of monopoly.

The action which was instituted in the
summer of 1947 was upon due urging by
small business, through the National Fed-
eration of Independent Business, with the
cooperation of the House Small Business
Committee.

Some few years later, after due public
hearings, etc.,, the Commission invoked that
rule under the law and the actions of the
Commission have been challenged through
the courts, where a final decision is still
pending—and it will be found that one of
the principal legal opponents to the rule is
the present Chairman of the Federal Trade
Commission, who it would also appear is one
of the signees of the report of the Attorney
General making the above recommendation.

We question the sincerity of the commit-
tee in its report on this major subject.

It will be interesting to note that in a
letter dated February 21, 1955, directed by
the Secretary of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion to the Chairman of the Senate Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee, the
Commission stated:
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“The Commission believes that the anti-
trust laws afford means of dealing with com=-
petitive abuses in the distribution of tires.
It is aware of the problems of the small tire
dealer, particularly the inequitable price
leverage which may be exerted by a glant
rival able to purchase in far greater quan-
tities, and thus at a lower price. The quan-
tity-limit proviso of the Robinson-Patman
Act empowers the Federal Trade Commission
to fix quantity limits where available pur-
chasers in greater quantities are so few as
to render price differentials based thereon
unjustly diseriminatory or promotive of
monopoly.”

I believe we have proved our charge of
lack of good faith by the study group to
bring about the enforcement of the antitrust
laws.

Again we quote from your editorial: “The
urgent need, as one dissenter put it, is for
more rather than less antitrust enforce-
ment.” In reviewing the list of members
of the legal profession from the Washington
area it will be found that one former high
Government career man, then a ranking
member of the Antitrust Division of the De-
partment of Justice, told a Senate committee
in February 1947 and we quote, that *For
35 years or more the administrations had
merely given lip service to the enforcement
of the antitrust laws.” We wonder, in these
conferences, if the committee took into con-
sideration his findings as a high-ranking
member of that agency? The gentleman
should be In a position after his years of
extensive experience in antitrust enforce-
ment to know what he was talking about.

In conclusion, it was a matter of common
gossip and public information from the in-
ception of the study group that they would
recommend the repeal of the Fair Trade Acts.
That was the easiest course to pursue, and
if such action is adopted by the Congress
the victims will be millions of small busi-
nesses throughout the Nation, inecluding the
smaller producers—and this will be felt if
and when this Nation of ours ever really
gets back to a peacetime economy.

Finally, constructive small business of this
Nation is not looking for any handouts, sub-
sldles, or even any special preferred legisla-
tive help, but they do and must insist on a
fair break to exist in our overall economy,
and this can only be brought about—not by
study groups composed of lawyers and econ-

. omists—but for the Government itself to

show its sincerity through speedy and vig-
orous enforcement of the antitrust laws.

When the day comes that these antitrust
laws—and particularly the Robinson-Pat-
man Act—are further weakened, small bus-
iness better get wise and put a lock on their
door because they are through.

It is my hope that in the interest of small
business this letter may appear in its en-
tirety in your valued publication.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE J. BURGER,
Vice President, National Federation
of Independeni Business.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to call particular attention to the
comments in that letter about the Com-
mission’s recommendation to eliminate
the existing quantity discount rule under
the Robinson-Patman Act. The Com-
mission’s report was signed by Edward
Howrey, Chairman of the Federal Trade
Commission. It is significant to note
that Edward Howrey was counsel of rec-
ord for the Firestone Tire & Rubber
Co., one of the opponents to the quantity
discount rule now seeking to upset it in
the Federal courts, up until the time he
was confirmed as a member of the Com-
mission and later as Chairman.

April 28

I also ask unanimous consent to enter
in the REcorp, an article from the Akron
Beacon Journal of Thursday, March 31,
telling how this recommendation plays
right into the hands of the tire firms in
their effort to defeat the Federal Trade
Commission’s 1951 order putting a ceil-
ing on tire and tube discounts.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

UNITED STATES TRADE ORDER HIT—TIRE FIRMS
UPHELD 1N DISCOUNT STUDY
(By Milt Freudenheim)

WasHINGTON.—A 61-member national com-
mittee to study the antitrust laws today ad-
vised Attorney General Brownell it “deplores™
Federal quantity limit restrictions now being
tested in court by most of the tire manu-
facturers.

The report seems sure to be picked up by
the tire firms as an important aid to their
effort to defeat the Federal Trade Commis~
sion (FTC) 1951 order putting a ceiling on
tire and tube discounts.

The committee was headed by Assistant
Attorney General Stanley Barnes of the Jus-
tice Department Antitrust Division and
Prof. S. C. Oppenheim, of University of Mich-
igan Law School, with top private attorneys
and economists included.

FTC Chairman Edward Howrey also signed
the report but stated “This should not be
construed as a prejudgment of issues which
may come before the Commission in indi-
vidual cases.”

Barnes also sald the committee report does
not bind the Justice Department. He de-
clined to comment on the gquantity limit
criticism because it is under litigation.

But Barnes sald many of the findings in
the 394-page report are likely to be read by
judges and cited by lawyers.

However, the Justice Department will ig-
nore the report and go ahead with its an-
nounced intention of moving for summary
judgment in the case brought by the tire
companies seeking to upset the 1951 FTC
order.

Special assistant to the Attorney General,
Albert Parker, in charge of the case, said
he expects to file his motion within a week
or 10 days.

The case has been in Federal court more
than 2 years. A FTC contention that the
suit was premature was overruled on ap-
peal. The case now will be tried on its
merits.

The FTC rule, invoked for the first time
against the tire firms, would limit the maxi-
mum discount to buyers of tires and tubes
to that allowed on single carload purchases.

The tire companies say the rule would up-
set their established business arrangements
selling to oil companies, mail-order houses,
and other large customers.

The Oppenheim-Barnes report has this to
say about the discount rule:

“At all events, the proviso necessarlly ailms
to threaten price differentials which reflect
economies in efficient distribution—thus of-
fending the consumer interest which the
cost defense was designed to preserve.

“We belleve that any rational antitrust
policy must leave the American business
community free to explore new methods of
distribution.

“Arrangements to Impede distributive
techniques have long been viewed as unrea-
sonable restraints of trade.

“Hence we deplore this singling out and
penalizing of the quantity discount system.

“And while a free economy must place
primary reliance on the play of market forces
as the determinant of price, the quantity
limits proviso, in our view, defeats this pol-
icy through ineptly sanctioning a crude form
of price fixing by administrative fiat where
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competition should safeguard the public
interest.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Mr.
Burger has performed a service to inde-
pendent business of the country by call-
ing public attention to the dual role of
Mr. Howrey as representative of an in-
terested party in a dispute over FTC reg-
ulations, who has now become Chairman
of the FTC. Mr. Burger has, in a letter
to the President, called for removal of
FTC Chairman Howrey.

I ask unanimous consent that a press
release from the National Federation of
Independent Business, containing a copy
of Mr. Burger's letter to the President,
and subsequent news clippings from the
Akron Beacon Journal, the Wall Street
Journal, and the New York Times about
the requested removal be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease and articles were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF
INDEPENDENT BUsSINESS, INC.,
Washington, D. C., April 8, 1955.

A demand for the removal from office of
Federal Trade Commission Chairman Edward
F. Howrey was made to President Eisenhower
today by the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business through its vice president,
George J. Burger.

In a strongly worded letter to the Presi-
dent, Mr. Burger charged that Chairman
Howrey, because of his previous legal back-
ground in representation of cases before the
Federal Trade Commission “would have his
hands tied” in carrying out his full responsi-
bility under the law as Chairman and as a
member of the Federal Trade Commission.

In his letter, Mr. Burger reiterated that
there was nothing of a personal or political
nature involved, but that the situation was
serious enough to call for the special atten-
tion of the President.

Following is the text of the letter directed
to the President:

Aprin 6, 1955.
Hon. DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,
President of the United States,
White House.

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: The matter which we
are bringing to your attention in this com-
munication is one we believe is so serious
that it requires your immediate and personal
attention.

We are referring to the responsibility of
the man now holding the top position
(Chairman) of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion.

This communication has no reference to,
and must not be considered as such in, any
personal attack, and also must not be con-
sidered as a political move, as we have
no interest in personalities or the political
lineup.

Our action in bringing this to your atten-
tion is for the overall good of the American
public and, secondly, for the good of small
business nationwide through an impartial,
vigorous enforcement of the antitrust laws.

We have maintained from the very first
that people going into high positions in the
Government, irrespective of what their per=
sonal opinions on the laws might be, when
they take an oath of office to enforce the
laws, we expect them to carry out to the
fullest degree their oath of office, with no
exceptions or omissions.

Based on this premise, we are making two
specific charges against the administration
of the laws entrusted to the Federal Trade
Commission, now headed by Mr. Edward F.
Howrey:

“Charge No. 1 Is Mr. Howrey's Inability to
act on the entire matters coming before the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Commission, in view of his previous legal
connection as attorney of record for many
clients who now have cases pending against
them before the Federal Trade Commission
on antitrust laws violations, on cases coming
within the confines of the FTC jurisdiction.”

To clarify this charge, it must be brought
to your attentlon that Mr., Howrey stated at
the time of his appearance before the Senate
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee, March 18 and 19, 1953, which committee
was considering his nomination as a mem-
ber of the Federal Trade Commission, that
he would divorce himself from any participa-
tion in cases before the Commission with
which he had previously been connected in
his private capacity.

Mr. President, charge No. 2 is the natural
outcome of Mr. Howrey’s inability to act as
set forth in charge No. 1.

“Charge No. 2 is that because of the di-
vorcement or disassociation cited in charge
No. 1, it would of necessity follow that he
must divorce himself from numerous other
cases similar in nature coming before the
Commission, to those which he had repre-
sented before the Commission in his private
capacity.”

This charge is based on the fact that he
would be unable to act impartially even
though there had been no previous connec-
tion with the case in question.

The concern of the Senate committee at
the time of his appearance before them was
as to what action he would take due to his
previous legal background in representation
of clients before the Federal Trade Commis-
sion. Along this line of questioning by the
members of the committee it is well to note
the statement of Senator MAGNUSON:

“I am afrald that you might be on a vaca-
tion almost permanently down there.”

You will find, Mt. President, through the
committee’s action at that time in the exam-
ination of Mr. Howrey, their concern about
a section of the Robinson-Patman Act,
namely, the guantity discount rule, and at
that time Mr. Howrey was counsel of record
for a very large factor in a major industry
who was opposing the adoption of that rule
under the law for that particular major
industry.

At the time of my appearance before the
Senate Commerce Committee on March 18,
1953, in opposing Mr. Howrey's nomination,
I said:

“We put the question to the committee in
behalf of small business of this Nation, Is it
possible a gentleman going into this high
position in the Federal Trade Commission
can in reality serve two masters?”

Now, a little over 2 years later we find the
suspicion registered in our question to the
committee is confirmed through Mr. Howrey’s
actlons, where he, as a member of the Attor-
ney General’s Committee To Study the Anti-
trust Laws, which report was made but a few
days ago, signed that report, with others,
recommending the elimination of the quan-
tity discount rule under the Robinson-
Patman Act.

It is significant and important to note, Mr.
President, that with reference to the above
action, Mr. Howrey is quoted in the press,
with reference to his signing of the report
recommending the repeal: “This should not
be construed as a prejudgment of issues
which may come before the Commission in
individual cases.”

In view of this alarming situation we again
ask, “How can Mr. Howrey render to the
Agency as its head the full requirements in
the enforcement of the laws entrusted to
that Agency by the Congress of the United
States?”

It is for this reason, Mr. President, in be-
half of small business of this Nation, that
we earnestly and sincerely request the re-
moval of Mr. Howrey from his position as
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Chairman and as a member of the Federal
Trade Commission,
Respectfully yours,
Georce J. Buncer,
Vice President.
[From the Akron Beacon Journal of April 8,
1955]

BURGER CALLS oN IKE To FIRE HowRreEY

WasHINGTON . —George J. Burger, vice presi-
dent of the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, today made public a letter
to President Eisenhower calling on him to
fire Edward F. Howrey, Federal Trade Com-
mission chairman.

Burger, a professional foe of tire manu-
facturers, based his request on Howrey's part
in signing a recent antitrust advisory report
calling for abolition of the quantity discount
rule in the Robinson-Patman Act.

The discount rule now is in the courts,
with the tire makers fighting the FTC rule.

Howrey, a former attorney for the Fire-
stone Tire & Rubber Co., has disassoclated
himself from all tire cases.

[From the Wall Street Journal of April 11,
1955]

SmarL BUSINESS SPOKESMAN Asks OUSTER
oF HOWREY

WasHINGTON.—The head of an organiza-
tion which claims to speak for small busi-
nessmen asked President Eisenhower to fire
the Federal Trade Commission's present
chairman, Edward F. Howrey.

In a letter to Mr. Eisenhower, George J.
Burger, president of the National Federation
of Independent Business, Inc., said Mr.
Howrey is unfit to head the FTC because of
his “previous legal connection as attorney
of record for many clients who now have
cases pending against them before the Fed-
eral Trade Commission.”

[From the New York Times of April 9, 1955]
ReEmovaL oF Heap orF FTC Is UrGeEp—
BMmaLr Business Grour Savs Howrey's

LecAL PracTice Ties His Hanps 1w JoB

WasHinGTON, April 8.—A demand for the
removal of Edward F. Howrey as Chairman
of the Federal Trade Commission was made
today by the National Federation of In-
dependent Business.

The federation's vice president, George J.
Burger, wrote to President Eisenhower. He
sald that Mr. Howrey, because of his legal
background in representing clients before
the Commission, “would have his hands
tied” in carrylng out his responsibility.

The federation asserts it has a membership
of 100,000 individual small-business men.

A high official of the Commission said Mr.
Burger had been carrying on a running at-
tack against Mr. Howrey ever since his
appointment to the Commission 2 years ago.
In fact, it was stressed, the federation head
testified against Mr. Howrey when a Senate
committee considered his nomination. s

This official declined specific comment on
the Burger letter to President Eisemhower.
Mr. Howrey could not be reached for his
reaction to it.

Mr. Burger did not say why he had chosen
this particular time to direct the attention
of President Eisenhower to his long time
criticism of Mr. Howrey.

However, he noted that the Commission
Chairman had been a member of the Attor-
ney General’s Committee to Study the Anti-
Trust Laws. As a member he had signed
a recent report of the committee recoms=-
mending legislative changes that Mr. Bur-
ger's organization feels inimical to the in=-
terests of small business,

At the Commission, it was explained that,
while Mr. Howrey took part in the studies
of the Attorney General's committee, he had
not voted on any of its specific recommenda-
tions. Also, It was asserted, Mr. Howrey, in



5214

gigning the report as a whole had stated
that his doing so should not be construed as
his prejudicing issues that might come be-
fore the Commission in individual cases.

Mr. Burger made two charges:

First, “Mr. Howrey's inability to act on
the entire matters coming before the Com-
mission in view of his previous legal con-
nection as attorney of record for many cli-
ents who now have cases pending against
them before the Federal Trade Commission
on anti-trust laws violations.”

Second, that because of the divorcement
or dissociation cited in the first charge "it
would of necessity follow that he must di-
vorce himself from numerous other cases
similar in nature coming before the Com-
mission to those which he had represented
before the Commission in his private capac-
it,..‘i

SECOND CHARGE EXPLAINED

The second charge, Mr. Burger said, “Is
based on the fact that he would be unable
to act impartially even though there had
been no previous connection with the case
in question.”

Mr. Burger added that when Mr. Howrey
appeared before the Senate Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee on March 18
and 19, 1853, when his nomination was
being considered, he testified that he would
divorce himself from any participation in
cases before the Commission with which he
had previously been connected in his private
capacity.

The Senate approved the nomination on
March 23 and the next day the President
named him chairman to succeed James M.
Mead, of New York. Mr. Mead, a former
Democratic Senator, remains a member of
the Commission.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP-
ERTY LOCATED IN AUSTIN, TEX.,
TO THE STATE OF TEXAS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which is S. 14.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 14) to direct the Secretary
of the Army to convey certain property
located in Austin, Travis County, Tex.,
to the State of Texas.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the committee amend-
ment,.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5,
line 12, after the word “used,” it is pro-
posed to strike out “primarily”, so as to
make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Army is authorized and directed to con-
vey by quitclaim deed, without considera-
tion, to the State of Texas all right, title,
and interest of the United States, in and to
the following-described land in Austin, Tra-
vis County, Tex., together with all buildings,
improvements thereon, and all appurte-
nances and utilities belonging or appertain-
ing thereto, such land, including approxi-
mately one hundred eighty-nine and eleven
one-hundredths acres out of the original
200 acres known as the Camp Mabry Militia
Rifle Range Tract, also referred to as the
*old Deison farm'':

Beginning at the southwest corner of the
563 acre tract heretofore conveyed to J. J.
Gasser by deed dated February 23, 1895,
recorded in volume 120, page 347, of deed
records of Travis County, Tex., sald corner
also being the southwest corner of the thir-
ty-eight-and-fifty-five-one-hundredths - acre
Btate tract No. 2 surveyed March 30, 1034,
by M. V. Homeyer, county surveyor;

Thence north 60 degrees west, with the
original line dividing the Townes and Mabin
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tracts 1,113 varas to a stone corner on the
east line of the W. C. Phillips timber tract;

Thence with the east line of said W. C.
Phillips tract, north 3614 degrees east one
thousand elght and eighty-two one-hun=-
dredths varas to a point; said point being
south 3615 degrees west one hundred thirty
and - sixty-eight one-hundredths varas from
a stone corner on the south line of the
Charles Thiele tract;

Thence south sixty degrees east along the
south lines of the United States Air Force
Reserve training center parcel comprising
five and elghty-nine one-hundredths acres,
and the United States Army Reserve, for-
merly the Organized Reserve Corps, armory
parcel comprising 5 acres, four hundred
seventy-eight and eight-tenths varas to a
point, the southeast corner of the sald Or-
ganized Reserve Corps armory parcel;

Thence north thirty degrees east with and
along the east line of the five-acre Organ-
ized Reserve Corps armory parcel, one hun-
dred twenty-nine and five-tenths varas to a
point on the southerly line of the Charles
Thiele tract;

Thence south sixty degrees east one hun-
dred forty-six and eight-tenths varas to an
angle in the stone fence dividing the Deison
and Thiele tracts;

Thence with sald fence on the dividing
line between the Deison and Thiele tracts
and also the Deison and Reid tracts, south
one hundred and sixty-eight varas to a point;

Thence south fifty-seven degrees east one
hundred and sixty varas to a point;

Thence southeast one hundred and eight
varas to a point;

Thence south nine degrees west one hun-
dred varas to a point;

Thence south ten degrees east one hun-
dred varas to a point;

Thence south five degrees west elghty-six
varas to a point;

Thence south three degrees east seventy-
seven varas to the southwest corner of the
Elanor Reld tract on the north line of the
Gasser fifty-three-acre tract;

Thence north sixty degrees west with the
north line of the Gasser tract, one hundred
and forty-seven varas to the northwest cor-
ner of same;

Thence south thirty degrees west with
the west line of said Gasser tract, six hun-
dred forty and one-half varas to the place
of beginning;

Containing in all one hundred eighty-nine
and eleven one-hundredths acres of land
more or less together with all improvements
thereon, said land being the remaining por-
tion of the original two hundred-acre tract
conveyed by deed from Eliza C. J. Deison,
et al., to the United States of America, dated
June 28, 1009, as same appears of record
in volume 239, pages B82-84, inclusive, of
the deed records of Travis County, Texas,
after deducting therefrom the five and
eighty-nine one-hundredths-acre United
States Air Force parcel and the five-acre
Organized Reserve Corps armory parcel above
described, a total of ten and elghty-nine
one-hundredths acres to be retained by the
United States.

Sec. 2. All mineral rights, including gas
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con-
veyed by this Act shall be reserved to the
United States.

Sec. 3. There shall be further reserved to
the United States in the conveyance of the
above-described lands, rights of ingress and
egress over roads in the above-described
lands serving buildings or other works oper-
ated by the United States or its successors
or assigns in connection with the ten and
eighty-nine one-hundredths acres referred to
in section 1 of this act as the United States
Alr Force Reserve training center parcel and
the United States Army Reserve, formerly
the Organized Reserve Corps armory parcel,
rights-of-way for water lines, sewer lines,
telephone and telegraph lines, powerlines,
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and such.other utilities as now exist, or
which may become necessary to the oper-
ation of the above-described ten and eighty-
nine one-hundredths acres.

SEC. 4. The conveyance of the property
authorized by this act shall be upon con-
dition that such property shall be used for
training of the Natlonal Guard and the Air
National Guard and for other military pur-
poses, and that if the State of Texas shall
cease to use the property so conveyed for
the purposes intended, then title thereto
shall immediately revert to the United States,
and in addition, all improvements made by
the State of Texas during its occupancy
ghall vest in the United States without pay-
ment of compensation therefor.

SEC. 5. The conveyance of the property
authorized by this act shall be upon the
further provision that whenever the Con-
gress of the United States declares a state
of war or other national emergency, or the
President declares a state of emergency, and
upon the determination by the Secretary of
Defense that the property conveyed under
this act is useful or necessary for military,
air, or naval purposes, or in the interest of
national defense, the United States shall
have the right, without obligation to make
payment of any kind, to reenter upon the
property and use the same or any part
thereof, including any and all improvements
made thereon by the State of Texas, for the
duration of such state of war or of such
emergency. Upon the termination of such
state of war or of such emergency plus 6
months such property shall revert to the
State of Texas, together with all appur-
tenances and utilities belonging or apper=-
taining thereto.

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of convey-
ance authorized by this act, the Secretary
of the Army shall include specific provi-
sions covering the reservations and condi-
tions contained in sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of
this act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to-the committee
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to. _

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have a
brief statement which I have prepared
on the bill printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF TEXAS

This bill authorizes and directs the Sec-
retary of the Army to convey to the State of
Texas title to approximately 189 acres of
land in Travis County, Tex.

The land to be conveyed would be used
primarily for training of the National Guard
and the Air National Guard and for other
military purposes.

The land comprises the major part of a
200-acre tract purchased by the United
States in 1909 for the sum of $5,000. It has
been used since then by the Texas Natlonal
Guard and the Organized Reserve Corps.

No monetary conslderation is involved in
the proposed conveyance. Rights to repos-
sess the land if needed during a national
emergency would be retained by the United
States.

I urge passage of this bill as reported by
the committee.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, desires to pro-
pose two amendments to the bill. They
are standard amendments, and I have
no objection to them.
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Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, they
are merely clarifying amendments, and
I now offer them.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Secretary will state the amendments
offered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

The LEecisraTive CLERK. On page 5,
line 17, after the word “made”, it is pro-
posed to strike out “by the State of Texas
during its occupancy” and insert in lieu
thereof “during its occupancy by the
State of Texas.”

On page 6, line 6, after the word
“thereon”, it is proposed to insert “dur-
ing its occupanecy.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc. The question is on
agreeing, en bloc, to the amendments
offered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr., AIKEN. Mr. President, I should
like to inquire of the Senator from Texas
if this bill complies in all respects with
the so-called Morse formula.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. There are
three bills which I am asking the Senate
to consider at this time. They are simi-
lar in nature. I am informed that they
comply not only with the Morse formula
but with the formula of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee in such cases.

Mr. ATIKEN. I was interested to know
if there had been a change of heart on
the part of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] since he moved across the
aisle.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I do not
know that the Senator from Oregon has
had any change of heart with respect to
his so-called formula since he moved
across the aisle. It may be that it has
resulted in amending bills to make them
comply with his formula.

Mr, ATKEN. Does the bill require the
State of Texas to pay for the land in-
volved in the bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; and I
do not understand that the Morse for-
mula requires any State to pay for land
which is to be used exclusively for Na-
tional Guard purposes.

Mr. ATKEN. I am merely seeking in-
formation. I want to be sure that no
advantages are taken of the Senator
from Oregon during his absence.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I understand
that the Senator from Vermont is only
seeking information.

Mr. AIKEN. I have no objection to
the hill,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is before the Senate, and open to
amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP-
ERTY LOCATED IN POLK COUNTY,
IOWA, TO THE STATE OF IOWA
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I move that the Senate proceed

go }l;g consideration of Calendar No, 223,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the bill by title for the
information of the Senate.

The LeEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 148)
to direct the Secretary of the Army to
convey certain property located in Polk
County, Iowa, and described as Camp
Dodge, to the State of Iowa.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services with amend-
ments on page 2, line 8, after the word
“used,” to strike out “primarily”, and on
page 3, line 15, after the word “Act”, to
insert a colon and “Provided, That the
improvements on such lands which are
now being used by the State of Iowa for
other than military purposes may con-
tinue to be used for such purposes so
long as such use does not interfere with
the utilization of such lands for military
purposes.”, so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Army is authorized and directed to con-
vey by quitclaim deed, without considera-
tion, to the State of Iowa all right, title, and
interest of the United States, except as re-
tained in this act, in and to the Camp Dodge
Military Reservation, located in Polk County,
Iowa, comprising 1,848.32 acres, more or less,
and Polk County target range, Iowa, com-
prising 742.34 acres, more or less, both to-
gether with all buildings and improvements
thereon, and all appurtenances, easements,
rights-of-way, and utilities belonging or ap-
purtenant thereto.

Sec. 2. All mineral rights, including gas
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con-
veyed by this act shall be reserved to the
United States.

Sec. 3. The conveyance of the property au-
thorized by this act shall be upon condition
that such property shall be used for train-
ing of the National Guard and for other
military purposes, and that if the State of
Iowa shall cease to use the property so con-
veyed for the purposes intended, then title
thereto shall immediately revert to the
United States and, in addition, all improve-
ments made by the State of Iowa during its
occupancy shall vest in the United States
without payment of compensation therefor.

SEc. 4. The conveyance of the property au-
thorized by this act shall be upon the further
provision that whenever the Congress of the
United States declares a state of war or other
national emergency, or the President declares
a state of national emergency, and upon the
determination by the Secretary of Defense
that the property conveyed under this act
is useful or necessary for military, air, or
naval purposes, or in the interest of national
defense, the United States shall have the
right, without obligation to make payment
of any kind, to reenter upon the property
and use the same or any part thereof, in-
cluding any and all improvements made
thereon by the State of Iowa, for the dura-
tion of such state of war or of such national
emergency. Upon the termination of such
state of war or of such national emergency
plus 6 months such property shall revert to
the State of Iowa, together with all appur-
tenances and utilities belonging or apper-
taining thereto.

Sec. 5. In consideration for the conveyance
of the lands described in the first section of
this act, the State of Jowa shall agree to use
for military purposes only and not to sell,
convey, or otherwise dispose of all or any
part of certain lands (hereinafter called
State lands) and improvements thereon
which are owned by the State of Iowa and
are used for National Guard purposes in con=
nection with Camp Dodge and Polk County
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Target Range as of the date of enactment
of this act: Provided, That the improvements
on such lands which are now being used by
the State of Iowa for other than military
purposes may continue to be used for such
purposes so long as such use does not inter-
fere with the utilization of such lands for
military purposes. The State of Iowa fur-
ther agrees that it will, prior to delivery of
the conveyance authorized herein, file with
the Office of the Division Engineer, Corps
of Engineers, Farm Credit Building, 206
South 19th Street, Omaha, Nebr., a descrip-
tion of and inventory of the State-owned
property as defined herein. In the event
that the State of Iowa at any time shall
breach the agreement defined in this section,
all right, title, and interest in and to the
property conveyed to the State of Iowa by
the United States under the provisions of
this act shall revert to the United States
without cost. The State shall further agree
that in the event that the Congress of the
United States declares a state of war or other
national emergency, or the President declares
a state of national emergency, the use of the
State lands and improvements thereon, or
any part thereof, shall, upon request of the
Becretary of Defense, be used by the United
States during such emergency without cost
to the United States.

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of conveyance
authorized by this act, the Secretary of the
Army shall include specific provisions cover-
ing the reservations and conditions con-
tained in sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this act.

Sec. 7. The cost of any surveys necessary
as an incident of the conveyance authorized
herein shall be borne by the State of Iowa.

SeEc. 8. The Secretary of the Army is au-
thorized to determine and enforce compli-
ance with the conditions, reservations, and
restrictions contained in this act and any
related documents.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendments,

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I offer
two amendments to the bill and ask that
they be stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the amendments.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,

line 12, after the word “made”, it is pro-
posed to strike out “by the State of Iowa
during its occupancy” and insert in lieu
thereof “during its oeccupancy by the
State of Iowa.”

On page 3, line 1, after the word “on”,
it is proposed to insert “during its
occupancy.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the amendments offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Brinces] will be considered en bloe.

The question is on agreeing en bloc to
the amendments offered by the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Army to convey certain property located
in Polk County, Iowa, and described as
Camp Dodge and Polk County Target
Range, to the State of Iowa.”

CONVEYANCE OF JACKSON BAR-
RACKS, LA, TO THE STATE OF
LOUISIANA
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
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the consideration of Calendar No. 224,
8. 653.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the bill by title for the
information of the Senate.

The LEecistATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
653) to provide for the conveyance of
Jackson Barracks, La., to the State of
Louisiana, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services with amend-
ments, on page 1, after line 4, to strike
out “interest of the United States in and
to the real property comprising Jackson
Barracks, being one hundred forty-five
and twelve one-hundredths acres of land,
more or less, in Orleans” and insert in
lieu thereof “interest of the United States
in and fo so much of the real property
comprising Jackson Barracks, La., as is
held by the State of Louisiana under
lease numbered W-T66-QM-6117 and a
license issued by the Secretary of the
Army on July 26, 1952, being in the ag-
gregate one hundred four and six one-
hundredths acres, more or less, in Or-
leans’; on page 2, line 5, after the word
“the”, to strike out “training and support
of the National Guard of Louisiana” and
insert “training of the National Guard of
Louisiana and for other military pur-
poses”; and in line 12, after the word
“national”, to strike out “emergency, and
such other reservations, restrictions,
terms, and conditions as the Secretary
determines to be necessary to properly
protect the interests of the United
States’” and insert “emergency; and the
condition and limitation that if the prop-
erty shall fail or cease to be used for the
training of the National Guard of Louisi-
ana or for other military purposes, the
title to the property so conveyed shall
revert to and revest in the United
States”; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Army is authorized and directed to con-
vey to the State of Louisiana all the right,
title, and Interest of the United States in
and to so much of the real property com-
prising Jackson Barracks, La., as is
held by the State of Louisiana under lease
No. W-T66-QM-6117, and a license issued
by the Secretary of the Army on July 26,
1952, being in the aggregate 104.06 acres,
more or less, in Orleans and St. Bernard
Parishes, La., together with improvements
thereon, and appurtenances thereunto be-
longing, the property to be used for the
training of the National Guard of Louisiana
and for other military purposes, and the
conveyance to be made without monetary
consideration therefor, but subject to the
reservation by the United States of all
mineral rights, including oil and gas; the
right of reentry and use by the United States
in the event of need therefor during a na-
tional emergency; and the condition and
limitation that if the property shall fail or
cease to be used for the training of the Na-
tional Guard of Louisiana or for other mili-
tary purposes, the title to the property so
conveyed shall revert to and revest in the
United States.

Sec. 2. The costs of any surveys neces-
sary as an incident of the conveyance au-
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thorized herein shall be borne by the State
of Loulsiana.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendments.

The amendments were agreed fo.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill? I do
not have a copy of the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lowel, together with his colleague [Mr.
EvLenpEr] is the author of the bill. It is
similar to the two bills previously passed
today. The bill was unanimously re-
ported by the Committee on Armed
Services. It authorizes the conveyance
of certain land to the State of Louisiana,
to be used for National Guard pur-
poses.

Mr. THYE. The land would be trans-
ferred for the exclusive use of the Na-
tional Guard, in its training activities.
Is that correct?

Mr. LONG. That is correct. The bill
also provides that, in case of emergency,
the property will revert to the Federal
Government.

Mr. THYE. How many acres of land
are involved?

Mr. LONG.
acres.

Mr. THYE. As I understand, it has
been a Federal reservation for many
years.

Mr. LONG. The State of Louisiana
has used the property for many years
under a long-term Federal lease. The
State has always used the property dur-
ing peacetime for National Guard pur-
poses, and the lease has always con-
tained a recapture clause, which would
become effective in the event of war or
other emergency. Almost all the im-
provements on the property have been
constructed by the National Guard of
Louisiana. The bill is in accord with
the general understanding that exists
with respect to similar installations used
by the National Guard,

Mr. THYE. The Senator has ex-
plained the bill sufficiently for my pur-
poses.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment, and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
line 19, after the word “States”, it is pro-
posed to insert a comma and “and in
addition, all improvements made during
its occupancy by the State of Louisiana
shall vest in the United States without
payment of compensation therefor.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is open to further amendment. If
there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Sixty-six and one-half

April 28

SETTLEMENT OF ACCOUNTS OF DE-
CEASED MEMBERS OF THE UNI-
FORMED SERVICES

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar 225, Sen-
ate bill 933.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the bill by title for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LecIstATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
933) to facilitate the settlement of the
accounts of deceased members of the
uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion -
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services with amend-
ments.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, Senate bill 933 has to do with mili-
tary compensation due a member of the
armed services between the time he was
last paid and the date of his death. The
committee heard testimony from repre-
sentatives of the General Accounting Of-
fice and from the Department of De-
fense, and they strongly support the bill
and say it should be passed in the in-
terest of economy.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the committee amend-
ments.

The amendments of the Committee on
Armed Services were on page 2, line 9,
after the word “from”, to strike out “the
United States” and insert “the umi-
formed service of which the decedent
was a member”; on page 3, after line 4,
to strike out:

Sec. 3. Amounts payable under this act
shall be paid by the Department or uniformed
service concerned or upon settlement by the
General Accounting Office as the Comptroller
General of the United States may by regula-
tion authorize and direct and any payment
made under this act shall be a bar to recovery
by any other person of any amount so paid.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Bec. 3. Subject to such rules and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Comptroller
General of the United States, amounts pay-
able to beneficiaries designated by the mem-
ber under section 2 of this act shall be paid
by the Department or uniformed service
concerned. All other payments under this
act shall be pald upon settlement by the
General Accounting Office. Any payment
made under this act shall be a bar to re-
covery by any other person of any amount
s0 paid.

On page 4, after line 11, to strike out:

Sec. 5. The payment provisions of this act
shall be effective only in cases wherein the
member’s death occurs on or after the first
day of the sixth month following the month
in which this act is enacted and the follow-
ing statutory provisions shall have no appli-
cation in such cases.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Sec. 5. The payment provisions of this act
shall be effective only in cases wherein the
member's death occurs on or after the first
day of the sixth month following the month
in which this act is enacted. The following
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statutory provisions are repealed as of the
effective date of the payment provisions of
this act except with respect to the deaths of
members occurring prior to such effective
date.

And on page 5, after line 15, to strike
out:

Sec. 6. The Departments shall take such
action as is deemed necessary to notify mem-
bers of the provisions of this act and of their
rights to designate beneficiaries hereunder.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes
of this act the term “Department” shall
mean the Department of the Army, the De-
partment of the Navy, the Department of
the Air Force, the Department of the Treas-
ury, the Department of Commerce, or the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, as the case may be, and the terms “uni-
formed services,” “member” and “Secretary”
ehall have the respective meanings given
those terms in section 102 of the Career Com-
pensation act of 1949 (63 Stat. B04), as
amended, on the date of enactment of this
act, except that “the Becretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare” shall be substituted
for “the Federal Security Administrator” in
the definition of the term “Secretary.”

Sec. 2. In the settlement of the account
of any deceased member of the uniformed
services or of the National Guard or the Air
National Guard, the amount found due
therein from the uniformed service of which
the decedent was a member shall be paid to
the person or persons surviving at the date
of death in the following order of prece-
dence: .

First, to the beneficiary or beneficiaries
named to receive any such amount in a writ-
ten designation executed by the member and
recelved, prior to his death, in the place
designated for such purpose in the regula-
tions of the Department concerned;

Second, if there be no such beneficlary, to
the widow or widower of such member;

Third, if there be no beneficiary or sur-
viving spouse, to the child or children of
such member, and descendants of deceased
children, by representation;

Fourth, if none of the above, to the par-
ents of the member, or the survivor of them;

and

Fifth, if there be none of the above, to the
duly appointed legal representative of the
estate of the deceased member, or if there be
none, to the person or persons determined
to be entitled thereto under the laws of the
domicile of the deceased member.

Sec. 8. Bubject to such rules and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Comp-
troller General of the United States, amounts
payable to beneficiaries designated by the
member under section 2 of this act shall
be paid by the Department or uniformed
service concerned. All other payments under
this act shall be paid upon settlement by the
General Accounting Office. Any payment
made under this act shall be a bar to re-
covery by any other person of any amount
s0 pald.

Sec, 4. Designations of beneficiary under
this act, and changes therein, shall be made
under regulations promulgated by the Secre-~
taries concerned, and such regulations shall
be uniform for all services insofar as prac-
ticable: Provided, That any designation of
beneficiary made for the purposes of any 6
months' death gratuity (including any desig-
nation of a person whose right to the gra-
tulty would not depend upon such designa-
tion) and heretofore or hereafter received in
the Department concerned before the effec-
tive date of the payment provisions of this
act shall be considered as a designation ef
beneficiary for the purposes of this act, in
the absence of a designation of beneficiary
under this act, unless the member making

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the designation shall have been missing,
missing in action, in the hands of a hostile
force, or interned in a foreign country during
any part of the period between the date of
enactment of this act and the effective date
thereof as prescribed in section 5 of this act.

Sec. 5. The payment provisions of this act
shall be effective only in cases wherein the
member's death occurs on or after the first
day of the sixth month following the month
in which this act is enacted. The following
statutory provisions are repealed as of the
effective date of the payment provisions of
this act, except with respect to the deaths of
members occurring prior to such effective
date:

(1) The paragraph of the act of June 30,
1906 (34 Stat. 750), which relates to the
settlement of accounts of deceased officers
and enlisted men of the Army, as amended
by the act of December 7, 1944 (58 Stat. 795),
and section 4 of the act of February 25, 1946
(60 Stat. 30, 10 U. 8, C. 868).

(2) Section 1 of the act of February 25,
1946 (60 Stat. 30), as amended by section
18 of the act of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 580,
34 U. 8. C. 941a).

(3) The paragraph in section 1 of the act
of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 531), which re-
lates to the settlement of accounts of de-
ceased officers and enlisted persons of the
Coast Guard (14 U. 8. C. 466).

(4) Section 507 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, approved July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 711),
as amended by section 2 of the act of Febru-
ary 25, 1946 (60 Stat. 30, 42 U. 8. C. 225).

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Order No. 226, Sen-
ate bill 1094,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk*will state the bill by title for the
information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S,
1094) to amend section 402 of the Fed-
eral Employees Uniform Allowance Act,
approved September 1, 1954,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows: F

Be it enacted, etc., That sectlon 402 of the
Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act,
approved September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1114),
is amended by striking from the first sen-
tence thereof the words “existing on the date
of enactment of this act.”

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the body of the Rec-
orp a statement which I have prepared
with reference to the bill which has just
been passed.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BEY SENATOR JOHNSTON OF SOUTH
CAROLINA

S. 1094 1s a technical amendment to the

Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act
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approved September 1, 1054. Enactment is
necessary in order for the act to be adminis-
tered in a consistent and equitable manner.

Serious inequities will occur under exist-
ing provisions that limit eligibility for the
allowance to employees who were required
by regulations “existing on the date of enact-
ment"” of the act to wear a prescribed uni-
form. It has been found that many em-
ployees wear uniforms solely as a matter of
custom, so would not be eligible for the uni-
form allowance under the restrictive lan-
guage of the act. B. 1094 would make the
benefits potentially available to employees
who are required by regulation or law, to
wear & uniform. I am confident Congress
intended this to be the result when it en-
acted the Uniform Allowance Act last fall,
and therefore I believe there should be no
objection to S. 1094 as proposed.

Enactment of S. 1084 will add no cost to
the Uniform Allowance Act of 10564 because
the cost of the uniforms herein authorized
were included in the estimated cost of
that act.

RELEASE OF THE REVERSIONARY
RIGHTS IN A CERTAIN TRACT OF
LAND TO THE VINELAND SCHOOL
DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 223,
House Joint Resolution 107.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
joint resolution will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The LecisrLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 107) to permit the
United States of America to release re-
versionary rights in a 36759 gyp-acre tract
to the Vineland School District of the
County of Kern, State of California.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the joint
resolution.

NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDY MADE
BY THE STAFF OF THE REPUBLI-
CAN POLICY COMMITTEE

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
should like to speak for a few moments
regarding something which occurred
yesterday. I have various news reports
of yesterday's White House press con=-
ference. I hold in my hand an item
from the Washington Post and Times
Herald headed “Ike Flays GOP Book
Blunder."”

I have another from the Washington
Star, headed “Eisenhower Calls GOP
Pamphlet Security Error.”

I have another from the New York
Herald Tribune, headed “Eisenhower
Hits Arms Data Leak—Sees Blunder by
Republicans.”

I have another one which appeared
in the New York Times, giving a detailed
report of the press conference, but I do
not happen to have the headline.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator read
the New York Times report carefully?

Mr. BRIDGES. I shall.
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Mr. ATKEN. I think he will find that
the President does not blame the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire for the blun=
der; he blames those who have been
leaking information from the Depart-
ment of Defense for the past 2 years.

Mr. BRIDGES. The President’s ref-
erence to the national-defense study
made by the staff of the Republican pol-
icy committee as a blunder is most un-
fortunate.

The President’s opinion might possibly
be explained by his statement that our
defense study was called to his attention
on the way to the press conference by
an aide. The President said:

They (his aides) made me think that there
had been a blunder that occurred.

If the President’s aides gave him such
an opinion, then I say they are very
much misinformed.

I offer the flat statement here and now
that there is not a single piece of classi-
fled information in this defense study.
Every item dealing with weapons was
carefully cleared with Defense Depart-
ment officials with whom we conferred
and was expressly declared by them to
be unclassified. We stated directly that
we did not ask for any classified ma-
terial.

Moreover, practically all of our mate-
rial dealing with weapons has appeared
in public print in newspapers, maga-
zines, service journals, aircraft year-
books, and other periodicals available to
all the public.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. AsI under-
stand the purport of the Senator's re-
marks, if a blunder was made, it was
‘not made by the minority policy com-
mittee.

Mr. BRIDGES. The purport of my
remarks is to show that the compila-
tion made by the committee was devised
in order to give the American people,
Senators, and others, a fair understand-
ing of our defense position, and the in-
formation it contained was entirely un-
classified. I feel just as strongly about
classified material leaking as does any-
one else. I have cautioned against it.
I have condemned it. I have been a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee, or its predecessor the Military Af-
fairs Committee, for almost 19 years.
I have been on the Appropriations Com-
mittee and on the Armed Services sub-
committee or its predecessor subcom-
mittee of that committee for almost 19
years. I believe I am the only Senator
in the Senate today who was among the
first four Senators who were approached
by President Roosevelt and, in turn, by
Secretary Stimson, in connection with
providing money to develop the atom
bomb, which was the best kept secret in
America. I look askance upon anyone
who leaks classified material. There is

m:::l one who could deplore it more than
I do.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I agree with
everything the Senator from New
Hampshire has said about his service in
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the Senate and about his high regard
for classified information. Is my under-
standing of the Senator’s statement cor-
rect that if a blunder was made, it was
not made by the Senator's pollcy com-
mittee?

Mr. BRIDGES. It was not ma,de by
the committee of which I have the honor
to be chairman. I assume, from a read-
ing of the verbatim transeript of the
statement that it was made by the Pres-
ident’s aides who gave him the informa-
tion, because the President’s sole infor-
mation on the matter apparently came
from his aides.

I wish to give an example. One of
the subjects the policy committee book-
let discussed was the Nike. This is what
our report said about the Nike:

Surface-to-air guided missile used by the
Army for antiaircraft defense.

. Let us hear what someone else had
published months earlier. The U. S.
News & World Report of March 11, 1955,
said of the Nike:

Seeks out approaching enemy aircraft by
radar long before the aircraft can reach
target city. Launching sites now being in-
stalled around major United States citles,

with missiles in “gquantity production” at
this time.

This is what Newsweek said about the
Nike on February 21, 1955:

The Army’s sensational rocket-propelled
antiaircraft gulded missile: Traveling at su-
personic speed, “Nike” tracks down, out-
maneuvers, and can hit enemy planes 30
miles from its launching platform. Now
belng installed around United States cltles.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in full at this point
in my remarks this example of com-
parisons between material printed in the
policy committee booklet and material
printed in publications of general circu—
lation.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
-RECORD, as follows:

THE NIKE

What policy committee booklet says:

The Nike: “Surface-to-air gulded missile
used by the Army for antiaircraft defense.”

What U. 8. News & World Report says
March 11, 1955:

The Nike: “Seeks out approaching enemy

.alrcraft by radar long before the aircraft can

reach target city. Launching sites now be-
ing installed around major United States
cities, with missiles in quantity production
at this time.”
What Newsweek says February 21, 1955:
The Nike: “The Army’s sensational rocket-
propelled antiaircraft guided missile. Trav-
eling at supersonic speed, ‘Nike’ tracks down,
outmaneuvers, and can hit enemy planes 30
miles from. its launching platform. Now
being installed around United States citi
What Newsweek says January 3, 1955:
The Nike: “The Army’s supersonic Nike
antiaircraft missiles (range 20 miles, speed
up to 1,600 miles per hour) are being stock-
piled here in impressive quantity for instant

shipment to key United States cities in the

event of enemy air attack. Meanwhile, the

Army is coming along fast with a new-model
Nike with a range of 50 miles.”

What Newsweek says February 28, 1955:

The Nike: “It's not generally realized how
fast guided-missile and antiaircraft batter-
ies are springing up around the - United
States. Between 14 and 15 major cities will
be protected within a short time by 78 mis-
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sile ‘nests.’” Next in line is a series of Nike
bases to protect strategic points in Alaska."

‘What the 1954 Aircraft Year Book says:

Caption over picture of the Nike: “Here
at home, the Department of Defense an-
nounced the Douglas Nike has been deployed
as a first line of defense in case of air at-
tack,

“Typical was the Douglas Nike, a pencil-
shaped missile named for the famous Winged
Victory of Greek mythology, and capable of
intercepting and destroying enemy aircraft
regardless of evasive action (p. 186).

“Nike is a two-stage rocket classified as a
surface-to-air weapon. It is a dart-like
rocket with sharply swept cruciform fins
near the nose and similar fins near the after
end. It is about 20 feet long and 1 foot
in diameter.

*“The missile is attached to a booster sec-
tion which also has stabilizing fins at the
base. After a period of initial thrust which
attains supersonic speed, the booster por-
tion drops oflf and a sustaining rocket motor
takes over.

“An explosive warhead and electronic
guidance equipment also are carried in the
body of the basic missile. As a safety meas-
ure, the warhead 1s designed to explode only
when in flight.

“The rocket is an integral part of a com-
plex spotting and guidance system which
electronically picks up and tracks a target
plane and automatically launches a rocket
at the proper moment to intercept aircraft.

“Essentially, a defensive weapon, the Nike
system provides strategic areas of the United
States with a far greater degree of anti-
alrceraft protection than was possible with
the more . limited ranges and altitudes
reached by conventional antiaircraft guns.

“The missile operates effectively regardless
of weather conditions or visibility.

“Nike may be employed either from fixed
or mobile battery installations. All of its
units, except steel launching racks, are
housed in all-weather van-type trailers, also
designed by Douglas. The entire system is
designed to be transportable by alr.

“Should enemy alrcraft approach a stra-
tegic area defended by the Nike system, this
would be the sequence of events:

“l. A Nike battery receives information
that hostile aircraft are approaching, and
radar follows the target automatically.

*“2, Nike missiles are readied in wvertical
position on their launching racks.

“3. Radar provides a running account of
the target's changing position.

“4, When the target crosses Nike's distant
.and invisible deadline, the missile is fired.

“5. Within seconds, it closes in on the air-
plane.

“6. When It reaches the target, the war-
head explodes and destroys -the plane (pp.
197-198).”

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I have
in my hand material which contains
most important defense information, but
which was published in U. 8. News &
World Report, Newsweek, and various
other magazines. Every item in our re-
port has been either declassified by the
Department of Defense or has been in

print time after time previously. I do

not think some of it should have been
released originally, but it has been re-

Jeased and used. There is not a single

classified item in our whole pamphlet.
For instance, I have before me the
United States Aircraft Yearbook for
1954, which contains a chapter on guided
missiles. The text of the chapter not
only describes in general what such mis-

‘siles are, but also contains pictures and
intimate details of the engines.

Mr. President, this material has been
published in newspapers and periodicals
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in the United States, and it has been
reported over the radio and on the tele-
vision in its most intimate details. The
report which the Republican policy com-
mittee has developed has assembled de-
classified and other material much of
which has been in print time after time.
In most instances what is contained in
the policy committee’s booklet is in very
much less detail than has been referred
to previously.

The Defense Department examined
this study with a fine tooth comb a few
days ago. It found that there were only
three slight items which have been sub-
jects of speculative writing and pub-
lished in technical magazines. Even
these were given to our staff by the
Defense Department in the course of
our original research. After reviewing
our study carefully the Defense Depart-
ment declared:

As the document contains no significant
technical information about new. weapons,
the compllatlon of the material is not con-
sidered a breach of security.

The Defense Department then con-
cluded that—

In fact, as a whole, this document pre-
sents many of the positive accomplishments
and goals of the Department of Defense, and
should be reassuring to the American people.

This is precisely the reason the staff
of the Senate Republican policy commit-
tee undertook this study. It was to give
a rounded picture of American defense
policies and programs as developed by
the Eisenhower administration and the
Defense Department. For months polit-
ical critics have been charging the ad-
ministration with weakening national
defense. Newspaper editors were pro-
testing what they called suppression of
legitimate news by the Defense Depart-
ment. And the American people were
becoming deeply concerned about our
defense in these critical times of tension
in foreign affairs. -

So long as our defense policies an
program remained vague, such criticisms
and confusion could arise. Our staff
undertook our study to meet these crit-
icisms which in the light of the facts
were unjustified and to dispel public con-
fusion.

We believe we have made a valuable
contribution to a better understanding
of the administration’s program. We
have equipped our Senators to inform
the public accurately. If the President’s
aides gave him a different impression of
our study than appears in the above
facts, they have grossly misinformed
him.

Mr, President, I desire to read a letter
written by Robert Tripp Ross, Assistant
Secretary of Defense, to Representative
CarL Vinson, chairman of the House
Committee on Armed Services, under
date of April 26, 1955. The letter is as
follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY oF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1955,
Hon. CarL VINSON,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mn. Vinson: Reference is made to the
memorandum from Special Counsel John J.
Courtney to Col. Wade M. Fleischer, Director
of Legislative Liaison, dated April 25, 1955,
concerning an article published in the Wash-

CIl——328

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ington Evening Star on April 23 relative to
the pamphlet, National Defense Under the
Republican Administration—Today and To-
mMOIrow.

As the document contains no significant
technical information about new weapons,
the compilation of the material is not con-
sidered a breach of security.

The Chief Security Review Officer, Depart-
ment of Defense, has reported to me that a
security review of the material has been com-
pleted, and reveals only three minor techni-
cal items assoclated with projects which had
not heretofore been cleared for open publi-
cation or general dissemination. The men-
tion, however, of the names of these projects
does not in itself constitute any revelation of
information which would be of aid to a po-
tential enemy, nor does it amount to a secu-
rity violation.

Most of the factual information contained
in the pamphlet was *taken from unclassi-
fied documents furnished the Senate Repub-
lican policy committee by, and cleared for
publication by, the Department of Defense,
In addition, the three items referred to in the

_ preceding paragraph have been subjects of

speculative writing and published in tech-
nical magazines.

The security-violations information in the
Star article is not correct and was obviously
obtained from some unauthorized and as yet
unidentified source before the review of the
document had been completed.

In fact, as a whole, this document presents
many of the positive accomplishments and
goals of the Department of Defense and
should be reassuring to the American people.

Sincerely yours,
RoBerT TRIPF Ross.

Mr, President, I wish to thank the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aixen] for
bringing up the point which he has made.
I simply wish to say that what I object
to, as chairman of the Republican policy
committee, is the inference that the com-
mittee would give out any classified in-
formation.

Obviously, the President had not read
the booklet, had not seen it, and de-
pended upon his aides for information,
and they gave him wrong information.

I know what classified information is.
I know what secret information is. I
have been around Washington about as

long as anyone else who is concerned

with these matters, whether he be in
the Department of Defense or in the
United States Senate. I have handled
all kinds of secret documents, and I
would be the last one to be a party to
publishing anything which I ihought
was classified.

However, after I have seen material
published time after time in the press,
and when I have checked with the De-
partment of Defense to determine
whether other material has been officially
declassified, I think that the policy com-
mittee and its chairman proceeded cor-
rectly in publishing such information.

Mr. AIEKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I wonder if the Senator
from New Hampshire would object to
having printed at the end of the discus-
sion the text of the verbatim remarks of
the President as published in the New
York Times this morning. If one reads
them carefully, he will see that the
President was not accusing the Senator
from New Hampshire and the Republican
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policy committee of the blunder. He is
quoted as saying:

I heard about this pamphlet just before I
came over. They gave me some idea that
made me think that there had been a blun-
der that occurred.

Now, for the past 2 years—I say “a blun-
der,” somebody, I think was—gave out in-
formation that I wouldn't have given out,
at least.

The President did not accuse the Re-
publican policy committee of giving out
the information. He accused someone
of making a blunder by giving out infor-
mation during the past 2 years, which,
to quote the President, he “wouldn’t
have given out, at least.”

If the President had been in Washing-
ton at the time he was in Europe during
the war and after the war, he would have
found that much information had been
given out of the type which might be
considered secret information, and that
this is not something which has occurred
only in the past 2 years.

I have been here almost 15 years, and
I have heard given every year on the
floor of the Senate information which I
would have considered as something
that should have been classified, or, at
least, not widely publicized. That is
why I should like to have the verbatim
statement of the President printed in
the REcorp, because from reading it one
cannot get the inference that he ac-
cused the policy committee, but that he
criticized the leaking confidential in-
formation out of the Pentagon, I sup-
pose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Long in the chair). Without objection,
the article will be printed in the Recorb.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, AIKEN. It is unfortunate, I say
to the President and to the Senator
from New Hampshire, that some of the
newspapers saw fit so to write up the
subject as to make it appear that the
President was attacking the Republican
policy committee. Of course, that will
help sell more newspapers tomorrow.
We understand newspapers thrive on
controversy; and controversies being
lacking, controversies can always be
provided.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from Vermont.

ExuIsrr 1
SecrecYy PoLicy DISCUSSED

Mr. DRUMMOND. Mr. President, may I ask
a brief question about this matter of mak-
ing military information easy or too easy
for an enemy to get?

May I ask whether you feel entirely re-
laxed about the pamphlet issued by the Re-
publican Policy Committee of the Senate
detalling information about new weapons
and related military information?

Answer. I heard about this pamphlet just
before I came over. They gave me some idea
that made me think that there had been a
blunder that occurred.

Now, for the past 2 years—I say “a blun-
der,” somebody, I think, was—gave out in-
formation that I wouldn't have given out,
at least.

For some 2 years and 3 months I have been
plagued by inexplicable, undiscovered leaks
in this Government. But we mustn't be
too astonished when we recognize that great
numbers of people in this town who neces-
sarily know detalls of one kind or another.
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I just don’t believe that it is justifiable
for any governmental official to release any-
thing that applies to the secret war plans,
war policies, war purposes, and war equip-
ment of this Government., That is the kind
of thing that foreign intelligence systems
spend thousands and thousands of dollars
to get, unless we give it to them for nothing.
And since we don't get it for nothing, I just
don't believe in that kind of a trade.
| Laughter.]

Now, this is what I belleve in giving away:
I think today to hold secret any document
of the World War, including my own mis-
takes, except only when they are held there
by some past agreement with a foreign na-
tion that has not yet been abrogated, it is
foolish.

Everything ought to be given out that
helps the public of the United Btates to
profit from past mistakes, to make decisions
of the moment; that is current information.

But this is one thing I say it doesn’t help
any of us to make a decision merely to know
that a plane can fly 802 miles instead of 208.
That is a secret we should not be giving out.
And that is the kind of thing I am talking
about, and that only, I assure you.

Mr. Currer. Thank you, Mr. President.

PROHIBITION OF TRANSFER OF
PEOPLES OR TERRITORY TO COM-
MUNIST CONTROL BY CERTAIN
FEDERAL OFFICIALS

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I sub-
mit, for appropriate reference, a reso-
lution, which reads as follows:

Whereas President Eisemhower stated on
January 6, 1955:

“It 1s of the utmost importance that each
of us understand the true nature of the
struggle now taking place in the world.

“It is not a struggle merely of economic
theories, or of forms of government, or of
military power. At issue is the true nature
of man. Either man is the creature whom
the Psalmist described as ‘a little lower than
the angels,” crowned with glory and honor,
holding ‘dominion over the works’ of his
Creator; or man Is a soulless, animated
machine to be enslaved, used and consumed
by the state for its own glorification.

“It is, therefore, struggle which goes to the
roots of the human spirit, and its shadow
falls across the long sweep of man’s destiny.
This prize, so precious, so fraught with ulti-
mate meaning, is the true object of the
contending forces in the world. * * *

“The massive military machines and am-
bitions of the Boviet-Communist bloc still
create uneasiness in the world. All of us
are aware of the continuing reliance of the
Soviet Communists on military force, of the
power of their weapons, of their present re-
sistance to realistic armament limitation,
and of their continuing effort to dominate
or intimidate free nations on their periph-
ery. Their steadily growing power includes
an increasing strength in nuclear weapons.
This power, combined with the proclaimed
intentions of the Communist leaders to com-
munize the world, is the threat confronting
us today.”; and

Whereas President Truman said, on March
12, 1947, in announcing the program for
Greek-Turkish aid:

“One way of life is based on the will of the
majority, and is distinguished by free insti-
tutions, representative government, free
elections, guaranties of individual liberty,
freedom of speech and religion, and freedom
from political oppression.

““The second way of life is based upon the
will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the
majority. It relles upon terror and oppres-
slon, a controlled press and radio, fixed elec-
;mns, and the suppression of personal free-

oms.
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“1 believe that it must be the policy of the
United States to support free peoples who
are resisting attempted subjugation by armed
minorities or by outside pressure.”; and

Whereas it is vital to the national security
of the United States that the area and power
of military dictatorships shall not be per-
mitted to expand; and it is essential to the
honor of the American people that no part of
any population now free shall be subjected
to totalitarian slavery: Therefore be it

Resolved, That (a) no official or employee
of the Government of the United States, or
member of its armed services, may take part
in any conference, or in steps leading to any
conference, or in any commitment, open or
secret, which has for its purpose or effect the
transfer of any territory to the control of a
Communist police state, or the transfer of
any people or any part of the population of
any nation to Communist enslavement.

(b) No such agreement or commitment
shall be binding upon the United States.

Mr. President, I express the hope that
the Committee on Foreign Relations, at
this particular time in history, will give
consideraiton to this important resolu-
tion. I also hope that, relying upon quo-
tations from statements by President
Eisenhower and President Truman, we,
as a nation, and our leaders, mean what
we say and say what we mean.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 95) was re-
ceived and referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

NO MORE YALTAS

Mr. JENNER. Mr, President, the air
is, and for the past several days has been,
full of forebeding that a carefully laid
plan is under way for the United States
to give up, bit by bit, its commitments
in the Formosa Strait.

We sense that the decisive moment is
close at hand.

Since the passage of the Formosa reso-
lution by a nearly unanimous vote, the
policy embodied in that resolution, of
drawing a line which the Red Chinese
armed forces were not to cross, has been
undermined by a series of seemingly
simple, but really very skillful steps to
remove the props on which it rests.

The appeasers are cleverly trying to
change the Formosa resolution from a
courageous stand on the world conflict
with communism, to a minor difference
of opinion about a few little islands off
the coast of Asia.

This planned shrinkage of a major
world crisis to a minor border clash is
back of the proposals to ask for a cease-
fire, to send to the United Nations the
question of setting up two Chinas, to hold
a plebiscite, and to ask our allies to help
guard Formosa.

Every one of these proposals was de-
signed to belittle the Formosa question,
and to induce us to consent to sur-
render by implying we were debating a
minor adjustment involving no decisive
issue,

The issue in the Formosa strait is not
a few islands. Formosa is an outpost on
the boundary line which protects the
free world. This line marks the limits
behind which those who oppose commu-
nism are safe. If the line breaks at
Formosa, the whole free world will be
imperiled, and in retreat.
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All the Asian nations which live on
the borders of the Soviet empire—Japan,
the Phillipines, southeast Asia, and Paki-
stan—know their security is in peril.

All the frontier nations in Europe read
the warnings the same way.

Surrender at Quemoy will shake Ger-
many to its foundations, tell Austria it
has no hope, warn Italy it is now on the
crumbling frontier, tell France it is the
next vietim.

As our minority leader [Mr. Know-
1aND] said at Indianapolis, only a few
days ago, Quemoy and Matsu are out-
posts as important as the island of
Berlin.

When the Communists attempted to
blockade Berlin, why did we resist?
Berlin is only a city, an island sur-
rounded by enemy territory. Why did
we not retreat? We did not retreat be-
cause a retreat from Berlin would have
endangered the entire frontier of free-
dom in the West. Retreat would have
weakened the morale of our supporters
behind the Iron Curtain and in the line
of fire.

How absurd to judge the importance
of a battle by the size of the battlefizld.
Bunker Hill was only a hillock. Valley
Forge was only an encampment, Mr.
President. Thermopylae was only a
mountain pass. They were portentous
because two worlds, two ways of think-
ing, faced each other in mortal combat;
and the issue was victory or death.

Mr. President, I would that every
Member of the Senate could have heard
the testimony, this morning, of General
Frank Howley, in his appearance before
the Internal Security Committee. He
is a man who, as military commander
of Berlin, has dealt for 4% years with
the Communist tactics. He has made
a first-hand study of what it is all about.

Mr. President, what is the matter with
our leaders? What is the matter with
the Senate? Do we not yet know what
it is all bout?

If surrendering a few islands will
avoid a world war, why not surrender
Hong Kong to Red China? Why not sur-
render Berlin to Eact Germany? Why
not give Denmark to the Soviet Union?
It will ease her tension for the moment.

But if we start to retreat at Quemoy,
where do we end our abject surrender?
Americans are on the side of free China,
because free China shares our belief in
the dignity of man. Free China has
been fighting since 1927 to hold back the
onslaught of the modern Genghis Khan.
We have pledged our word to free China
again and again.

Only a few weeks ago our Navy was
assigned to help in removing the pitiful
inhabitants of the Tachen Islands, whose
families had lived for centuries on their
rocky fields.

We were told the move was necessary
in order to straighten the line that
marked our outposts. If that was not a
commitment to help guard the corrected
line, including Quemoy and Matsu, I do
not know what a commitment is.

Sines the end of the Second World
War, the Communists have started three
wars against legally established govern-
ments in Asia—first, against Nationalist
China; second, against the Republic of
Korea. In the third war, against Indo-
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china, their legions were moved from
North Korea to South China. They
helped seize half of Viet-Nam, and en-
slaved millions of human souls.

Now they boast of plans for a fourth
war in Asia, and we know the fourth war
will not be the last.

They still hold our American prisoners
of war in common jails, in spite of their
specific agreement, in the cease-fire
settlement, to return all prisoners of war.

Furthermore, they hold hundreds of
other prisoners illegally. Yet, Mr. Pres-
ident, at this time we are willing to sit
down at a table to negotiate with known
bandits, gangsters, and murderers.
Those who are discussing that proposal
have not even laid down any conditions
to the effect that the criminals in the
Korean war should pay the price that the
German criminals paid, following World
War II

Mr. President, have you seen any of
them punished for illegally murdering
American soldiers? Have such atroci-
ties been called to the attention of the
world? Have there been trials, as a re-
sult of the Korean war? No. On what
grounds does anyone dare ask America
to appease these bandits?

The United States has been slow to
use its power in every crisis in Asia.

Like Gulliver in Lilliput, the great
strength of the United States has been
pinned down by men too small for it to
notice.

I will not go into the question of who
is responsible.

This is a time for Americans to agree
insofar as they can find agreement.

Our problem today is to make sure
our strength will not be pinned down
again if the Communists start a fourth
war in Asia.

We must find a way to lock the stable,
before the horse is stolen.

We must have a formula to prevent
surrender or appeasement; and that for-
mula must be so clear, so simple, so self-
executing, that no hidden appeasers can
pervert it. That is what will be done by
means of the resolution I have submitted,
Mr. President.

I submit the resolution to that end. It
follows closely statements of policy made
by President Eisenhower, President
Truman, and many other distinguished
American leaders. It rests on the belief
that the Communists will never stop their
militant aggression until our country is
destroyed. It rests on the belief that
there is a moral difference between Soviet
philosophy and that of the free nations—
not only a political difference or an eco=
nomic difference but a difference in the
meaning of promises and agreements
and truth, a difference in the way human
life is to be valued. We compromise on
such issues at our peril.

It follows, I believe, that in our na-
tional interest we cannot surrender a
single square foot of free land to Com-
munist rule, so long as that rule is in-
human tyranny. We cannot morally
subject a single freeman to Communist
rule so long as that rule is human
slavery.

Mr. President, my proposal is simple.
I propose that no official of our civil or
Military Establishment shall participate,
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in any way, in any act which has the
purpose or effect of surrendering either
territory or people now part of the free
world.

I propose that if any American official
does participate in any such agreement,
his acts shall not be binding on the Gov-
ernment and the people of the United
States.

Any American official who attempts to
negotiate another Yalta agreement will
be on notice that he cannot commit the
United States.

Any nation which attempts to inveigle
our officials into another Yalta agree-
ment will be on notice that it can gain
nothing.

There is no aggression here, Mr. Presi-
dent. This is a purely defensive resolu-
tion. We seek no territory. We threaten
no part of the Communist empire. We
want no war.

Our only purpose is to prevent another
sell-out, of free lands and free people, to
the Communists.

Members of Congress have spent years,
Mr, President, trying to get the true rec-
ord of Yalta, where our representatives
surrendered central Europe and north
China to the Soviet Union and sent mil-
lions of human beings to death or hic-
eous slavery.

We shall spend more years trying to
get the record of Teheran and Potsdam.

When we shall have finished we shall
not have touched the secret agreements,
the hidden deals. We shall not have re-
medied one iota of the damage.

I, for one, am tired of trying to undo
the past. I want to prevent new damage.
I want a rule of policy so simple and
clear that there can be no more Yaltas.

I offer that rule here today—a binding
commitment by the Congress that no
American official can surrender any
more land or people to the Communists,
or if he attempts to do so, he can not
bind the United States.

I want to make it useless for any offi-
cial to promise appeasement.

Our honor and our self-interest are
one in this matter. Both honor and self-
interest forbid us to make deals or sell
out to a totalitarian empire armed with
guns made by human slavery, enforced
by the firing squad.

We know where the American people
stand. Surely there is enough political
skill in the Congress to make sure none
of our officials take a path contrary to
what our people wish.

Let this be the beginning, Mr. Presi-
dent, of an unshakeable American pol-
icy. Let it be the end of surrendering
lands or people to slavery. Let it be the
basis of a true and honest promise that
the United States has put appeasement
and double-talk behind her.

One-third of the world is, alas, now
under the dark cloud of slavery. Let us
make certain that America shall never
again consent to surrender any lands or
people, now free, to that darkness.

Once we draw a firm line, and cut off
the ability of the Communist nations to
such sustenance from countries now out-
side the Iron Curtain, I am confident
that the robber states of communism will
wither away, and true peace will come
again to a weary world.
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UNITED NEGRO COLLEGE FUND

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. President, since
1944, 31 Negro colleges in the country
have been aided from funds raised by
the United Negro College Fund drive,
which takes place annually. This year
the campaign will be held during the first
week in May, and I commend the appeal
to our people.

The funds so derived are devoted to
Negro scholarships, improved teaching
facilities, health programs, library facili-
ties, and other constructive and useful
purposes.

The 16 million Negroes in the Nation
constitute about 10 percent of the popu-
lation. Yet of the 2% million students
enrolled in colleges and universities, only
4 percent are Negroes. Here is a gap that
can be filled in large measure by aiding
the Negro colleges who share in the
united fund. More and more Negro stu-
dents are seeking a college education,
but their hopes can be realized only if
the facilities are available.

The goal of the drive is $175 million.
This represents the 10-percent gap be-
tween the needs of these colleges and
what they expeect to derive from tuition
and endowments. It is a modest sum.
The total budget of all 31 colleges is less
than that of the budgets for some of our
single universities. This sobering fact
portrays the need. For such a worthy
cause, I am sure the people of the country
will respond.

AIRFOWER AS OUR NATIONAL
STRATEGY

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
throughout our entire history our na-
tional and international policy has been
and still is one of peace, and because of
that our people have looked upon war
with repugnance and distaste. We as a
people have never understood war nor
what war is supposed to accomplish.
War used to be something remotely con-
nected with our daily domestic problems,
but modern war means total war. Admi-
ral Mahan said:

It behooves countries whose people, like
all free peoples, object to paying for large
military establishments, to see to it that
they are at least strong enough to gain the
time to turn the spirit and capacity of their
subjects into the new activities which war
calls for.

In modern war there is every possibil-
ity that there will not be time to accom-
plish the objective outlined by Admiral
Mahan, so we must turn our attention to
the problems of war in times of peace,
realizing that, should we ever have to
become engaged in war, the strength
that Mahan speaks of will be with us
immediately.

It is with that in mind that I approach
my subject, hoping during the discourse
to throw some light upon the general na-
ture of war and upon the position which
we in the United States find ourselves at
this period of history.

War is but an instrument of policy, of
international policy. We have other in-
struments we use to accomplish our poli-
cies; one is psychological, another eco-
nomic, still another political. It has
been possible in our history to avert the



5222

use of the last-resort instrument, war, by
the proper utilization of some or all of
these other instruments. However, in
this modern day we find ourselves in an
entirely different position than that at
any other time in our history. We know
who our enemy is and what his inten-
tions are. We know our enemy to be
Bolshevik communism, and his inten-
tions to be the substitution of his phi-
losophy of government for those of the
free countries of the world. His phi-
losophy of government is tyranny, ours
and our allies, freedom. Our differ-
ences, we know, are not based primarily
on economics nor upon the needs for
geographic expansion, so we can, there-
fore, confine the issue as being one of
completely opposite political philoso-
phies. We can direct our policy of peace
and freedom toward the conquering of
this issue of communism. In directing
our efforts toward the furthering of our
policy to the end that all of the peoples
of the world may be free, we will pursue
psychological methods and economic
and political efforts, but at the same
time we must be realistic in our approach
to this problem by recognizing that when
there are two philosophies existent in the
world, and they are diametrically oppo-
site; there is always the possibility that
war might have to be the instrument we
ultimately use to insure the furtherance
of our own policy. Recognizing this, it is
well that we as a nation understand the
position that we are in today as leaders
of the free world, and how through the
evolution of transportation and weapons
we arrived there.

In the past it has been the profes-
sional soldier who has always been re-
luctant to give up his old weapon for
the new or to give up old strategy for
the new. Now we must be concerned
not only with the attitude of the pro-
fessional soldier, but also with the atti-
tude of our citizenry as a whole, whom
we now ask to understand more fully
problems which heretofore the citizens
considered as the sole property of the
military. I feel that it is necessary in
developing a discussion of this nature to
go back briefly through history to dem-
onstrate how power has developed
throughout the centuries and why power
has rested for brief moments in the
hands of various nations.

Last year, during a speech on the floor
of the Senate I discussed the develop-
ment of transportation and the attend-
ant tenure of world power in those
countries which mastered transporta-
tion. I should like to repeat at this time
a portion of what I then said:

Civilization began in the river valleys of
Asia, Men assembled there in small vil-
iages and towns, and, almost at once, the
desire to communicate with one another
led to traffic up and down the rivers of that
vast continent. Their transportation was
confined to the rivers, however, because,
when the tiny and primitive boats reached
the mouths of the rivers, they were turned
back by the heavy and awesome seas. Asia
grew, then, within itself, its development
being confined to the length and breadth
of the valleys. Men did not dare to ven-
ture past these confines, and this restric-
tive influence of Asian geography is still
reflected in the backwardness of the Asiatic
countries. While it is true that their cul-
tures flourished, the lack of contact with the
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outside world brought about a narrowness
and provincialism in their ranks which per-
sists even to this day.

Turning next to Egypt and her great Nile
River, we find that there men also as-
sembled in towns along that river; but as
they approached the mouth of this one, they
found a small, quiet sea whose islands were
easy points of recognition for navigation and
whose nearly alWways placid waters offered
no great obstacle to commerce between the
countries which bordered upon it. Hence,
great countries like Greece, Egypt, and the
Roman Empire came into being. As the
means of transportation gradually improved,
commerce flourished, and these Medlterran-
ean countries became the great powers of
the then known world.

The ability which man acquired in the
navigation of the Mediterranean made it only
natural that he should venture even farther
into the unknown vastness of the deep
oceans. With the advent of deep-sea navi-
gation and ftransportation, the countries
whoee harbors bordered on the Atlantic in
Europe began to grow into world powers. In
the logical course of such events, Spain and
Portugal became the first of these countries
to assume power through their mastery of
the ocean. It followed, then, that little
England, heretofore only an island kingdom,
would assume world leadership through her
inheritance and dominance of the seas.
Through seapower, England became the
master country of the world, not only po-
litically but also economically, and it is
interesting to note that until the advent
and development of aviation she success-
fully retained that position, and, I might
add, through its use, enjoyed a rather peace-
ful existence.

Before coming up to the present day to
discuss the new transportation era in which
we find ourselves, we should look briefly at
the impact which the advent of the rail-
roads made on the inland empires of the
world. Until the railroad chugged across
the American scene in the 1830's, the eco-
nomic dominance was confined to those
countries controlling the seas. The rail-
road, however, made it possible to develop
our own country and it is probably the
greatest single contributing factor to the
economic growth of the United States out-
side our basic free-enterprise system.

The railroads opened up the power of Ger-
many. Even Russia began to construct a
rallroad system, but fell short of its needs,
and today much of the Soviet Union’s back-
wardness, up until the air age, can be blamed
on an inadequate rallroad system. 1In
China, likewise, we find a large interior
country whose commerce has been stagnant
because no proper means of inland trans-
portation has been developed and main-
tained. The iron horse moved the people
away from the rivers, across the plains and
mountains, and interior countries began to
compete on a more equal basis with the
seabound countries in the race for world
power.

A new method of transportation came into
prominence between the First and Second
World Wars, however; and, since that time,
it has risen in the extent of its impact upon
the course of human affairs, Airpower has
completely destroyed the transport barriers
of yesterday, and today we live in a world
whose wide and farflung points can be vis-
ited easlly and quickly for business, pleasure,
or, sadly and more significantly, for the pur-
pose of war,

Having seen how power passes to those
countries who master new and improved
transportation systems, we are in a posi-
tion to understand how the United
States, with its superiority in technology
and production, and with its long in-
terest in air transportation stands domi-
nant in that field today. We are, by
that criterion, the leading world power.
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It is necessary, though, that we explore
another avenue of history so that we can
relate the power of air transportation
with the power of modern weapons be-
fore developing fully the role of the
United States as the leader in the efforts
for peace and to attempt to develop the
role of airpower and air supremacy as a
means of keeping the peace.

Mr. President, historians are pretty
much in agreement that there have been
6 weapons systems developed for land
warfare and 4 for sea warfare during the
history of the struggle of men with each
other. Looking first at the weapons
systems developed for land use, we see
that the horde army as used by the
Genghis Khan and later by Alexander
was the first of these. During the early
period of history there was no change
in this system. It was not until the
year 500 B. C., when the Greeks intro-
duced the phalanx, that a new system
replaced the old one. Within 300 years,
however, the Roman legion was able to
defeat the phalanx and the legion be-
came the weapons system used for the
next 500 years. When the advantages of
mobility became recognized as a military
factor, cavalry came to dominate the
scene for nearly a thousand years. With
the invention of gunpowder, however,
cavalry was replaced with unarmored,
and more recently, armored and mecha-
nized infantry.

While these military developments
were taking place on land we find that
on sea the first system which was used
was the old galleys propelled by oars.
The strategy involved in their use was
to conduct a battle as nearly like a land
battle as was possible. It was not until
the battle of the Grand Armada, in 1588,
that we saw naval warfare developing as
we know it today. Even this system was
improved with the advent of steam-
driven and armor-plated ships. World
War I introduced a new element in naval
weapons systems. This was the subma-
rine. To meet this new threat, naval tac-
tics were drastically changed with the
naval carrier task force becoming the
striking force of the modern navy.

Mr. President, all of these various sys-
tems were developed for the sole purpose
of controlling specific land or sea areas,
and each was the result of an improve-
ment in fire power. It is more interest-
ing to note, however, that even with this
evolution of weapons systems, strategies
remained tied to the earth’s surface.

The only thing that changed was the
degree of power; one nation’s field mili-
tary force unleashed against another na-
tion’s army and navy. These forces used
their national resources to wear down
and destroy enemy forces. This destruc-
tion had only an indirect effect on na-
tional resources, and the outcome was
determined by the degree to which the
power of armies and fleets was elimi-
nated.

I have devoted some time to outlining
the development of weapons systems for
two reasons. First, it shows us that man
is an inventive being. Civilization is not
static, and with each successive genera-
tion, improvements, both military and
social, have been effected. My second
reason for this summary, and to me the
most important reason, is to show that
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man is not and should not be necessarily
restricted by what we call tradition.

We must be willing to take from the
past only those things which will be
useful today and tomorrow. We must
not substitute precedent for the maxi-
mum use of those resources and realities
that we are aware of today; the prej-
udices of history must be overcome.

The advent of the far-ranging air-
plane in our time has changed all the
concepts of conflict which were devel-
oped from the time of man’s birth to
the start of the 20th century. Aerial
operations have had a profound effect,
not only upon the nature of land and
sea conflict, but also on the daily rela-
tions of the nations of the world with
one another. Both military and com-
mercial air development shook the com-
placency of nations that hitherto had
been able to isolate themselves from the
cause and effects of international be-
havior. Land and sea barriers melted
away, and it was as though the very
soul of a nation became vulnerable to
any and all peoples.

World War I demonstrated this offen-
sive capacity of a nation and its ability
to disregard those barriers designed by
both man and nature. Aircraft with of-
fensive speed and maneuverability, ar-
mament, and penetrating characteristics,
gave all nations an ability to strike di-
rectly at all the resources, human and
material, of a nation in their primary
and raw form before they could be used
for military purposes. Military opera-
tions were no longer restricted, for now
we were able to go over and not through
or around. Forces tied to land and sur-
face strategies literally and figuratively
looked up to this new weapon, for now
they were vulnerable to attack from any
and all directions.

From the time the first airplane was
used as a weapon, military concepts and
doctrines based on centuries of precedent
became obsolete.

Airpower gave new meaning to such
principles of war as economy, flexibility,
security, surprise, and control. The
factors that modified the courses of pre-
vious conflict became meaningless for
the most part, since the nature of the
medium of space gives to air forces a
versatility never known to surface forces.
Thus, just as Mahan recognized that the
primary medium of power of a maritime
nation was seapower, more recent events
have pointed to airpower as the key to
national strategy. Since it is the key,
it must be the dominant force.

Now, having related the improvement
in each new weapons system to fire-
power, we can place the modern weapons
system in its proper perspective when
viewed alongside of air transportation.
Neither our present weapons system nor
our means for transporting it are new.
After the first daylight air raid on Lon-
don in 1917 General Smuts said:

The day may not be far off when aerial
operations, with their devastation of enemy
lands and destruction of industrial and pop-
ulation centers on a vast scale may become
the principal operations of war, to which
the older forms of military and naval opera-
tions may become secondary and subordi-
nate. Air supremacy may in the long run
become as important a factor in the defense
of the empiie as sea supremacy.
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How prophetic were those words of
General Smuts in 1917. During World
‘War II and the Korean conflict we found
that both land and sea power remained,
as hefore, extremely important to the
pursuance of war. However, the forces
required to exercise both of these powers
had changed considerably in character.
We found that air superiority was now
the prime requisite to all operations of
war whether they be on land, on the sea,
or in the air. We found, too, that even
to begin to wage a war required that our
air arm be able completely to deny air
operations to our enemy before our own
operations could proceed. This is what
we now call air superiority.

Mr. President, in order more fully to
develop the role of air power in our na-
tional strategy, I must at this time revert
again to history—to that portion of the
history of transportation and the devel-
opment of weapons systems that brought
about sea power. Great Britain, it will
be recalled, mastered ocean navigation
and likewise mastered the weapons sys-
tem of the sea when in 1588 she defeated
Spain in the first modern naval battle.
Great Britain continued to be dominant
in this new field of transportation and to
be dominant also in the utilization of
this new weapons system. By the judi-
cious use of both, she was able to main-
tain a peaceful situation for many years.
With the coming of the air age, however,
Great Britain no longer dominates the
world as she did when sea power was her
strength. The thesis of Admiral Mahan
was now only valid as it applied to a new
element—the air. Great Britain recog-
nized this change; she accepted the fact
that with this new dimension in the ele-
ment of power, surface forces and sur-
face strategies were vulnerable and ob-
solete. The Royal Air Force replaced the
Royal Navy as the key to her military
doctrine. History having overtaken the
British Navy, that country's Air Force
assumed the dominant role. The reason-
ing of Billy Mitchell now applied. Just
as it once was necessary to bring matters
to an issue upon the broad sea, it is now
possible to resolve conflict only in the
medium of the limitless skies.

Mr. President, it may be well now to
examine our military policies to see how
we can best bring matters to an issue in
the vast expanse of the sky, and, by do-
ing this, maintain peace throughout the
world as England so successfully did
when following the concept by the
proper use of seapower. On January 12,
1954, Secretary of State Dulles made a
speech which I feel was not thoroughly
understood by the American people. It
was entitled “The Evolution of Foreign
Policy,” and it became controversial be-
cause it stated that the President had
made a decision to “depend primarily
upon a great capacity to retaliate, in-
stantly, by means and at places of our
choosing.” What people failed to no-
tice was the continuing statement:

Now the Department of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff can shape our military
establishment to fit what is our policy in-
stead of having to try to meet the enemy’s
many choices.

In the past the enemy’s many choices
were reflected in such areas as Greece
and Turkey, Berlin, Korea, and Indo-
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china. In the past our actions have been
emergency actions which while effec-
tive were inadequate because, as Mr.
Dulles said:

What we did was, in the main, emergency
action, imposed on us by our enemies.

One of the basic concepts of warfare
as expressed by Clausewitz is that a de-
fensive position is strongest particularly
when the defense has strong means of
retaliation. Following this concept,
what Mr. Dulles' statement implied was
that the United States had decided to
“place more reliance on deterrent power
and less dependence on local defensive

power.” Mr. Dulles went on to explain
this by saying:
What the Eisenhower administration

wants is a * * * international security sys-
tem.

I see in that January 12, 1954 speech
of Secretary Dulles’ the first official rec-
ognition by any person in a position such
as he occupies that airpower has re-
placed seapower and landpower as the
dominant force for peace in the world.
What Mr. Dulles said in effect replaces a
Mahan theory for the seas with a
Mitchell theory for air, in that air, hav-
ing developed as the strongest means of
transportation, and the United States
being dominant in this field, we can well
accept airpower as our national strategy
and build around it the organizations of
the land and sea forces.

Just as England, when she had control
of the seas, maintained a highly mobile
and effective sea force, so must we today
maintain a highly mobile and increas-
ingly effective Air Force. The truth of
this doctrine cannot be doubted with the
results of World War IT and Korea fresh-
ly in our minds. We have seen that
military operations on land and sea can-
not proceed without air superiority. We
know, too, that transportation can be
denied on the surface of the seas and
underneath the seas by airpower. We
know, too, that land transportation can
be completely destroyed by airpower.
Knowing these things, we can general-
ize as follows:

Airpower is the mnational strategy
which relies for force on a weapons sys-
tem in which the land and sea forces
are organized around the air forces.

Mr. President, at this point I wish to
make it clear that I am not either ad-
vocating or opposing the cuts in the
military budget as recommended by the
Department of Defense. What I am now
suggesting is a new national concept of
airpower strategy which may be applied
to our land and sea forces in the future,
to the end that those forces will reflect
their adequate strength as being de-
pendent primarily upon the power of the
Air Force.

This means that airpower becomes the
primary manifestation of national
power, in war and in peace, because of
its direct influence upon the social struc-
ture and warmaking potential of an
enemy nation. If we, as a people, are
willing to accept the new doctrine that
peace can be maintained through air-
power, then we will not be like the pro-
fessional soldier of old who was very re-
luctant to give up his particular weapon
or his particular pet strategy. We will
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become a people fully aware of the prob-
lems of war and a people determined to
support this kind of an approach to
peace, psychologically, industrially, po-
litically, and in every other way incum-
bent on us. It will better enable us to
understand the necessity of evaluating
existing and contemplated weapons sys-
tems. This is not a question of subju-
gating one service at the expense of an-
other. Rather it is a matter of obtain-
ing the greatest possible return from our
dollar investment in the military forces
as a whole. Once this is done, the force
requirements can be determined accord-
ingly and phased to meet the time re-
quirements of our strategy.

It is hardly necessary to remind our-
selves that nuclear weapons and modern
delivery systems have become the
cornerstone of modern military power.
We all recognize it to be the key to
American security. Military tasks,
therefore, primarily consist of maintain-
ing armaments in such a state of readi-
ness and in such quantities that the
Communists will find it disadvantageous
to solve their problem by the use of
nuclear weapons. They must not only be
faced with an impossible task of neutral-
izing our retaliatory effort but must also
be made to realize that should retalia-
tion on our part be necessary, such an
action will be instant and complete.

Unfortunately many in this country,
both military and civilian, do not realize
the full scope of these military respon-
sibilities. These are the people whose
thinking is clouded by historical prej-
udice. These are the proponents of
“balanced forces,” “supercarriers,” du-
plications in military effort, conflicting
service roles and missions. These are
the wearers of the “old school tie” in a
day and age when a new school has
been founded.

It is not suggested that we do away
completely with surface forces merely
because we are in a nuclear air age. It
is difficult to understand, however, why
r.any still do not see the need to tailor
service needs and requirements to con-
form to modern patterns of political and
military reality. This is not simply a
question of money—although I believe
that billions of dollars could be saved if
forces were designed around service mis-
sions—but a recognition that nations
control war, and therefore peace, by
their dominance in modern weapons and
the expeditious means to deliver them.
We must accept the influence of power-
ful air forces upon international be-
havior. An understanding of the im-
plications of this new weapon is not
a matter of choice; it is the very con-
dition of national survival.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ari-
zona yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Iam glad to yield
to my distinguished friend from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I am
very sorry that I did not have the priv-
ilege of listening to the entire address
just delivered by my able friend from
Arizona. I heard a part of the speech,
however, the other night, and I hope
that my colleagues will give it very
careful consideration.
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Knowing some of the contents of the
Senator’s address, I should like to ask
the Senator what attention he has given
to the question of basic military train-
ing, as related to universal military
training,

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad that
such an eminent military authority as
the Senator from Pennsylvania has
asked that question.

I feel that the United States must
maintain a strong Reserve system. I do
not believe that the rather pussy-footing
bill, I may call it, which was passed by
the House yesterday, is an approach to
that end.

There can be military training in our
high schools and colleges. There can
be voluntary military training. It
should be adequate; but I think it can
be arranged so as to require a minimum
of time from the boy who must take
such training.

I feel that a strong reserve force in
the United States will save the people of
the Nation billions of dollars. But, more
important, there will be an adequate re-
serve which can be called on immedi-
ately. It will not take 2, 3, or 4 years to
train forces, as has been necessary in
the past.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr,
President, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Speak-
ing from the viewpoint of a young Ameri-
can, as compared with one of my age,
does the Senator see any objection to
a proposal to require every boy in the
Nation to have some basic military
training?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I feel that the
boy not only owes it to his country to
have basic military training, but he owes
it to himself.

The eminent Senator from Pennsyl-
vania served as a general in two World
Wars. He knows from experience that
the boys who get hurt are the boys who
are quickly trained in boot camps, boys
who are given 6 weeks of training in
military camps, and who have not had
much exposure to actual combat condi-
tions. The boys who come home safely,
9 times out of 10, are members of the
National Guard or the Reserves.

I can answer only by saying that my
two boys will enter the military service
and are already looking forward to it.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. In
part, my next question will be in the
nature of a comment. Does the Sen-
ator from Arizona, based upon his expe-
rience with military affairs, know of any
reason why there should not be a large
permanent reserve of officers who are
especially well trained in the American
way of life and in military affairs, and
who would be able to train ecivilian com-
ponents, particularly the National Guard
and the Organized Reserves?

Mr. GOLDWATER. That system is
utilized at present. I do not know
whether the present supply of officers
is adequate or inadequate. But cer-
tainly those who are engaged in the task
of training our young men should be
skilled primarily in all things pertain-
ing to the American way of life, espe-
cially economic and social systems, and
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secondarily in the military strategy and
weapons of this country,

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, if the Senator from Arizona
will yield further, I should like to com-
ment that in World War II, I trained
a division, and I had as instructors quite
a number of very fine Regular Army
officers. I used all those officers in places
of command. For example, the 109th
Field Artillery was commanded by a
Regular Army officer. The 112th Infan-
try was commanded by a Regular Army
officer. My G-2, for example, was a Reg-
ular Army officer. They all worked mag-
nificently together,

I am suggesting now that many of
such officers could have permanent com-
mand in the National Guard and Re-
serve, and thereby themselves acquire
additional training. Unfortunately, in
our country general officers do not have
sufficient opportunity to command troops
in the field, commensurate with their
own rank. Does the Senator see any-
thing that would not be good, from an
American standpoint, in giving such of-
ficers such opportunity?

Many persons feel that Regular Army
officers do not have a full conception of
what America means. I do not agree
with them. Some of the finest advisers
I have had, political and otherwise, have
been officers of the Army.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the
Senator about the quality of American-
ism found in our armed services. I do
not think those men can be topped. I
regret that some people, perhaps, do not
look up to our military officers, and ap-
preciate the training that has resulted
in their holding their present positions.

To answer the first part of the gues-
tion of the Senator from Pennsylvania,
as the Senator knows, one would have
to consider that there is a constant pres-
sure of young officers who desire to move
up. I think the Air Force has taken a
wise tack in not waiting until officers
are about ready to retire before giving
them high rank, but in having their offi-
cers become generals at a young age, such
as 40, 42, and 45, so that they can have
10, 12, or even 18 years of command un-
der their belts, and be available should
trouble arise.

However, to provide adequate space
i the table of organizations in the Re-
serve and National Guard for officers
who are no longer connected with active
military service would probably pre-
sent problems because of there not being
a sufiicient number of vacancies for those
officers. The Senator knows what hap-
pens when there may be a full colonel
or a general who is getting along in years,
and a captain who is eager to advance,
but who cannot be promoted because the
“stars” keep him down.

If we should develop the Reserve pro-
gram and Congress should provide ade-
quate funds for pay, summer camp, and
equipment, then I feel we could expand
the program somewhat. Such a pro-
gram would have to have help from the
Federal Government, and moneys now
directed to the Regular Military Estab-
lishment would have to be transferred
to the Reserve Forces for arms, equip-
ment, and pay.
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Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I apologize for taking so much
time. I wish to express my appreciation
for having had an opportunity to hear a
part of a very well prepared thesis re-
specting certain elements of our military
forces. I am still old-fashioned enough
to think that, in the finality, we will
need ground forces.

One of the questions I am particularly
interested in is rapid transportation.
That is one of the reasons why I intro-
duced a bill this morning providing for
a toll road clear across the United States,
because it is surprising how much we
have to depend on a good road system,
regardless of other modern transporta-
tion means.

I appreciate very much having been
permitted the time to make a brief state-
ment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1Idonot want the
Senator from Pennsylvania or any other
Senator, or anyone who might read my
remarks, to think I am advocating do-
ing away with ground forces. I do not
believe the day will ever come when we
will not need to have doughboys who
can take over ground and stick our flag
in the ground to indicate that the ter-
ritory belongs to us. However, I be-
lieve that, instead of building our forces
around naval power, as we have done in
the past, we should now consider the
possibility of building our forces around
airpower,

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. From
the transportation standpoint, airpower
is what saved us in Korea. I think one
of the greatest military exploits in the
history of America was the way we
transported equipment and reinforce-
ments of men to and in Korea. It was
a magnificent accomplishment. I wish
people would give more consideration
to what our army accomplished in that
respect in the Korean conflict.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen-
ator,

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, before I
turn to the subject on which I am pre-
pared to speak, I should like to com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Arizona for the address he has just
made. It is the type of speech which
carries upon it the brand of statesman-
ship.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY STUDENTS
FROM LAFAYETTE COLLEGE, PA.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, will the distinguished Sena-
tor from Vermont yield for a moment?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, there are in the gallery to-
day students from Lafayette College,
Pa., who are studying international af-
fairs. They are contemplating govern-
mental service, service with business
concerns, and kindred activities. They
have entered upon a new element of
study. I should like to have them stand
up, so that Senators may be able to see
these young men.

[The visitors rose and were greeted
with applause.]
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PLIGHT OF LOW-INCOME FARMERS

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I hope
everyone will consider seriously the mes-
sage which the President has sent to the
Congress relating to the plight of a mil-
lion and a quarter low-income farmers.

We spend days and weeks—and even
months—in seeking to maintain and
raise the income of the 2 million highly
mechanized farming units of our coun-
try, but it is so easy to forget the prob-
lem of those farmers who cannot af-
ford mechanization, and could not make
a decent living on their small farms even
if they could afford mechanization.

Price-support programs have been
very helpful to the commercial farming
interests of America, but no price-sup-
port legislation is going to bring the
million and a quarter small farmers sell-
ing less than $1,500 a year from their
farms to a very high level of personal
security.

Even 200 percent price supports would
not enable most of them to live de-
cently.

As the President and Secretary Ben-
son point out, these people not only must
have other income, but they must be
helped and shown how they can improve
their present income from the compara-
tively small amount of agricultural pro-
duction which they now have.

It will be noted that most of these
extremely low-income farmers are lo-
cated in 12 to 15 States.

This fact, however, does not mean
that every State does not have commu-
nities which can be greatly improved
through methods which we have talked
a lot about, but which we have not put
into fullest application.

The report to the President from the
Secretary of Agriculture does not con-
tain many new suggestions. It does
recommend putting into effect our back-
log of knowledge and the acquisition of
more.

Very little legislation will be needed to
implement a program which will enable
a million farm families to make a
markedly greater contribution to the
national economy, to security, and to
society.

There is no one solution to the prob-
lem of America’s low-income farm
people.

In one community, it may mean better
use of their existing resources.

In another, it may require more voca-
tional training, both agricultural and in-
dustrial; in another, it may mean a
change of employment; and in still oth-
ers, it may be that the communities are
well adapted to small industries which
will provide part-time employment for
those whose production on the farm is
inadeguate to support a family.

We all remember the days when the
county-agent system was started. To-
day, there are in America thousands of
prosperous farmers whose status at that
time was not much better than that of
the million farm families which are re-
ferred to in Secretary Benson's report.
It was the individual attention of the
county agent which helped many low-
income farmers of a generation ago
to become the prosperous producers of
today.
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It is equally certain that if more per-
sonal attention can be paid at this time
to the condition of the remaining low-
income - families, many of them would
also attain more satisfactory levels of
existence.

We have known for years that we
should inaugurate and expand a program
directed to the plight of low-income rural
people, President Eisenhower and Sec-
retary Benson believe that we should now
have more action in this direction.

It will make a stronger America if these
low-income farm people become more in-
dependent, if more of them can have
higher education, if all of them can have
better health.

The proposal of Secretary Benson to
launch pilot operations in not less than
50 of the thousand low-income counties
of the United States will give us within
a few year’s time most valuable criteria
upon which to base more widespread
operations.

Our goal, Mr. President, should be
complete vietory over rural poverty. As
I have said, that will take little money.
It will take little legislation. It will take
a good deal of coordination of effort,
and it will result in a better agriculture
and a stronger, healthier United States.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPARKMAN in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Vermont yield to the Senator
from Kansas?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. CARLSCN. I wish to commend
the distinguished Senator from Vermont
for calling this matter to the attention
of the Senate, and for his reference to
the President’s report and Secretary
Benson's study of this problem, for it is
a serious problem which confronts agri-
culture, and one to which I believe a
solution must be found.

I also commend the Secretary of Agri-
culture for commencing this vital proj-
ect. It seems to me that measures must
be devised to increase the income of
farmers of low income. This matter is
most important to 1% million people of
the United States.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Kansas. I wish to
point out that the problem we are now
tackling again is not a new one. On the
contrary, it has been with our country
for centuries. Even before our country
was established as a Nation there always
were rural areas which were poverty
stricken.

There is no perfect solution to the
problem. There has been a constant
trend toward mechanization, commer-
cialization, and larger farming units,
But we can do much. We already know
how to do much to make better the life
of this category of farmers who, unfor-
tunately, for the time being, at least,
have to eke out a living on very small
incomes. If we can help them enjoy life
more fully, we should do so. We should
make a full-fledged assault upon this
problem.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScoTT
in the chair). Does the Senator from
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Vermont yield to the Senator from
Maine?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. PAYNE. I thank the - Senator
from Vermont for yielding to me.

Mr. President, I, too, wish to join, in
association with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas, in commending our
colleague, the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Vermont, for pointing out the
very constructive suggestions which
have been brought about as a result of
the plan to aid the low-income farmers,
who are found, as my distinguished col-
league well knows, not only in the South,
but in many other regions of the Nation,
including the northeastern area.

This is the first time I have seen
offered a really constructive suggestion
as to how the low-income farm groups
can better their position. I wish to
commend the distinguished Senator
from Vermont for bringing this matter
to the attention of the Senate.

From his work and his long labors on
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, I know that he certainly recog-
nizes the value of a program of the kind
proposed, and I know he will work to
see that such a program is adopted, if
possible.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Maine. I may say that
he and I are very fortunate in living
in States which do not have an entire
county which qualifies as a poverty-
stricken county. But that does not mean
that we do not have in our own States
many individual farmers who at this
time are barely holding their heads ahove
water.

I think we should realize that when,
in any part of the Nation, there are
a considerable number of rural persons
who are living in poverty and in un-
fortunate conditions, such a situation
affects all of us; it affects the entire
country. Certainly we should do what
we can to overcome these conditions
wherever they may exist.

RELEASE OF REVERSIONARY
RIGHTS IN A TRACT OF LAND TO
THE VINELAND SCHOOL DIS-
TRICT, CALIFORNIA

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
107) to permit the United States of
America to release reversionary rights
in a 36799 gp0-acre tract to the Vineland
School District of the County of Kern,
State of California.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. The  unfinished
business is House Joint Resolution 107,
Calendar No. 228, is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

The joint resolution is open to amend-
ment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on the third
reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 107)
was ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

STUDY AND REPORT ON BURLEY
TOBACCO MARKETING CONTROLS

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
T move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution
60, Calendar No. 229, directing a study
and report on burley tobacco marketing
controls.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be read by title, for
the information of the Senate.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (S. J. Res. 60) directing a study
and report by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture on burley tobacco marketing con-
trols.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oklahoma.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the joint
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 60) was
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That for the purpose of de-
veloping basic information which will aid
the Congress in formulating an improved
program for the production and marketing of
burley tobacco, the Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized and directed (a) to make a
study of the various methods of marketing
control which have been or could be made
applicable to burley tobacco, including farm
marketlng quotaa, poundage limitations,
acreage limitations, and a combination of
both poundage and acreage limitations, and
(b) to submit to the Congress on or before
July 1, 1955, a detailed report thereon show-
ing among other things the probable costs,
effects, and feasibility of each type of opera-
tion studied and what legislation, If any,
would be needed to put it into effect. The
Secretary may conduct such hearings and
reecive such statements and briefs as are
necessary to carry out the purpose of this
Joint resolution.

OBSERVANCE OF NATIONAL HOS-
PITAL WEEK

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 231,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 23, relat-
ing to observance of National Hospital
Week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution will be read by
title, for the information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 23) relating to
the importance of hospitals and the ap-
propriate observance of National Hos-
pital Week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the con-
current resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution is open to amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
proposed, the question is on agreeing to
the concurrent resolution.

April 28

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 23) was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
hereby requests the people of the United
States to join in proclaiming the importance
of hospitals in the American community and
their tradition of devoted service to the
American people, and to cooperate in a
voluntary effort to observe National Hos-
pital Week with appropriate ceremonies and
activities.

The preamble was agreed to, as fol-
lows:

Whereas our Nation's hospitals are dedl-
cated to the cause of protecting the lives
and providing for the health needs of all
our citizens; and

Whereas our National and State hospital
associations have with diligence and unceas-
ing efforts worked to provide the highest
quality care for all Americans in the Nation's
hospitals; and

Whereas the American hospitals are the
centers of our community’s health services
to Its citizens; and

Whereas national recognition of the im-
portance of hospitals in the American com-
munity has been celebrated annually since
1921 on the anniversary of Florence Night-
ingale’s birth; and

Whereas it is understood that the week
beginning May 8, 1955, and ending May 14,
1955, will be observed as National Hospital
Week: Now, therefore, be it.

APPOINTMENT IN A CIVILIAN POSI-
TION OF BERIG. GEN. EDWIN B.
HOWARD, UNITED STATES ARMY,
RETIRED

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No, 232,
Senate bill 1271.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be read by title, for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
1271), Calendar No. 232, to authorize the
appointment in a civilian position in the
Department of Justice of Brig. Gen. Ed-
win B. Howard, United States Army, re-
tired, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill (S. 1271) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding
the provisions of section 2 of the act of July
31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), as amended (5 U. S. C.
62), or any other provision of law, Brig. Gen.
Edwin B. Howard, United States Army, re-
tired, may be appointed to and accept and
hold a civillan position in the Department
of Justice.

SEec. 2. Brigadier General Howard’s appoint-
ment to, and acceptance and holding of, a
civillan position in the Department of Jus-
tice shall in no way affect any status, office,
rank, or grade he may occupy or hold as a
retired officer in the United States Army, or
any emolument, perquisite, right, privilege,
or benefit incident to or arising out of any
such status, office, rank, or grade: Provided,
however, That during his incumbency in a
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civilian position in the Department of Justice
he shall recelve the compensation apper-
taining to such position in lieu of the retired
pay to which he is entitled as a retired officer
of the Army: Provided further, That upon
the termination of such civilian employment
th> payment of his retired pay shall be
resumed.

Mr. WILEY subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp immediately
following the consideration of Senate
bill 1271 a statement which I have had
prepared explaining the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

The purpose of this legislation is to per-
mit Brig. Cen. Edwin B. Howard to forego
his present retired pay as a general and ac-
cept a civilian position in the Department
of Justice, for which he would be paid a
clvillan salary. Section 2 of the bill would
permit him to resume his retired status upon
the termination of such civilian employment.

The bill was introduced at the request
of the Attorney General. In his letter he
stated that the unit of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service known as the Fleld
Inspections and Security Division is responsi-
ble for the inspection, analysis, and evalua-
tion of all the activities of the Service for
the purpoze of making recommendations to
the Commissioner and his staff for securing
the most effective method for insuring ad-
herence to prescribed standards and ohserv-
ance of Bervice policy at all levels of organ-
ization.

The Attorney General further stated that
numerous assignments of Brigadier General
Howard during his more than 30 years of
active military service demonstrated excep-
tlonal organizational abllity, aggressiveness
tempered with mature judgment in both ad-
ministrative and executive capacities. Fur-
thermore, the Attorney General stated that
by reason of certain of his military assign-
ments, he has a personal and intimate
familiarity with the conditions which pose
problems for the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service and the division which he is
to head.

The Attorney General concluded with the
statement that: "I am satisfied that he is
eminently qualified for that position, and
that his military training and experience will
be of tremendous value to the Government
in this important and sensitive task to which
he is to be assigned.”

Gen. J. M. Swing, the Commissioner of
Immigration, made a personal appearance
before the Subcommittee on Immigration
and Naturalization, in executive session, and
also urged the passage of this legislation as
well as the bill (8. 1272) extending the same
privilege to Maj. Gen. Frank H. Partridge.

APPOINTMENT IN A CIVILIAN POSI-
TION OF MAJ. GEN. FRANK H. PAR-
TRIDGE, UNITED STATES ARMY,
RETIRED

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Senate bill 1272,
Calendar No. 233.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecistAaTIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
1272) to authorize the appointment in
a civilian position in the Department of
Justice of Maj. Gen. Frank H. Partridge,
United States Army, retired, and for
other purposes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 1272) was ordered fo be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 2 of the act of
July 31, 1694 (28 Stat. 205), as amended
(6 U. 8. C. 62), or any other provision of
law, Maj. Gen. Frank H. Partridge, United
States Army, retired, may be appointed to
and accept and hold a clvilian position in
the Department of Justice.

Sec. 2. Major General Partridge’s appoint-
ment to, and acceptance and holding of,
a clvilian position in the Department of
Justice shall in no way affect any status, of-
fice, rank, or grade he may occupy or hold
as a retired officer in the United States Army,
or any emolument, perquisite, right, privi-
lege, or benefit incident to or arising out
of any such status, office, rank, or grade:
Provided, however, That during his incum-
bency in a civillan position in the Depart-
ment of Justice he shall receive the com-
pensation appertaining to such position in
lieu of the retired pay to which he is en-
titled as a retired officer of the Army: Pro-
vided further, That upon the termination of
such civillan employment the payment of
his retired pay shall be resumed.

Mr. WILEY subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp immediately
following the consideration of Senate

‘bill 1272 a statement which I have had

prepared explaining the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

The purpose of this legislation is to permit
the Attorney General to appoint Maj. Gen.
Frank H. Partridge, United States Army,
retired, to a civillan position in the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service of the
Department of Justice. General law pro-
hibits a retired Army officer, unless retired
for combat connected disability, from being
appointed to civilian employment with the
United States at a salary or annual com-
pensation of $2,500 or more. The Attorney
General and the Commissioner of Immigra-
tion both state that General Partridge is
eminently qualified for the position to which
he iz to pe appointed and that his main
duties will be the reorganization of the
border patrol and a solution of the wetback
problem. If the bill is enacted, General
Partridge will forego recelpt of his retired
pay as long as he holds the position. Sec-
tion 2 of the bill would permit him to re-
sume his retired status upon the termina-
tion of such civilian employment.

EXTENSION OF THE TRADE AGREE-
MENTS ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of House bill 1, ex-
tending the Trade Agreements Act. I
make this request, in order to have House
bill 1 made the unfinished business, with
the understanding that no votes on the
bill will be taken today; and that when
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Senators conclude their speeches today,
the Senate will adjourn until Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1)
to extend the authority of the President
to enter into trade agreements under
section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, and for other purposes, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Finance, with amendments.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
MONDAY

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today.
it stand in adjournment until Monday,
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the request of
the Senator from Texas. Is there objec-
tion? Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER DISPENSING WITH CALL O
THE CALENDAR ON MONDAY

Mr. JOHNEON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
call of the calendar on Monday next be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORITY TO SIGN ENROLLED
BILLS DURING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Vice President or the President pro tem-
pore be authorized to sign duly enrolled
bills during the adjournment of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, it is so ordered.

CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVE=~
MENT OF PUBLIC AIRPORTS

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. MagNUsoN], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreigen Com-
merce, the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmatHERs], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Brerel, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorel, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], and myself,
I introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce to obligate $63 million during each
of the next 4 fiscal years, by entering into
grant agreements under the Federal Air-
port Act for payment of the Federal
share of the cost of the construction and
improvement of public airports needed
to develop an adequate nationwide sys-
tem of public airports. Sixty million
dollars of that amount would be for
projects in the continental United States
and $3 million for projects in Alaska,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bhill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 1855) to amend the Fed-
eral Airport Act, as amended, intro-
duced by Mr. MoxroNEY (for himself and
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other Senators), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
when we consider the rapid tempo at
which America is developing in both mil-
itary and civilian aviation, it is disturb-
ing, indeed, to realize that our airport
program throughout the 48 States has
been left without adequate funds to
bring airport facilities serving the hun-
dreds of thousands of people who use
the airlines and other air services up to
a point where they will be modern, or
capable of accommodating the new jet
transport planes and other fast flying
aireraft which will be in the air in a
matter of only a few years.

It is later than we think, in the de-
velopment of adequate airports for this
new type of equipment. It is with this
in mind that the bill has been intro-
duced by my colleagues and myself.

The bill makes no change whatsoever
in the basic policies and purposes pre-
viously laid down by Congress in the act.
Thus there are no changes in the re-
quirements with respect to the adminis-
tration of the grants authorized, such as
the distribution and apportionment of
funds, the eligibility of the various types
of airport construction and improve-
ment, sponsorship requirements, con-
gressional approval of projects for large
airports—class 4 and larger—and so
forth. The only purpose of the bill is to
prescribe specific amounts that may be
obligated by grant agreement over the
period indicated, namely, the next 4
years, rather than to leave such amounts
to be determined from year to year, as is
now the case.

At the time of its enactment in 1946
the Federal Airport Act contemplated or
intended that $520 million in Federal
grants would be made available over a
period of approximately 7 years to match
State and local funds in the development
of a nationwide system of public air-
ports. The only limitation on the avail-
ability of the $520 million within the
T-year period is the provision that not
in excess of $100 million may be appro-
priated for projects in the continental
United States in any one fiscal year.
Consequently the States and their coun-
ties, municipalities, and other political
subdivisions began planning for airport
development on the assumption that
Federal funds within the amounts stated
in the Federal Airport Act would be
available for matching purposes—gen-
erally on a 50-50 basis—over the T-year
period prescribed in the statute. In the
great majority of cases it took the States
and local agencies involved 1 or 2 years
to complete arrangements for financing
their share of the cost of the airport de-
velopment needed and to develop the
plans for the actual construction. The
latter, of course, required the develop-
ment of an overall master plan of the
ultimate airport facility that was con-
sidered needed to serve civil aviation
within the foreseeable future. Also a
majority of the public agencies involved
are not able to obtain within 1 or even
2 fiscal years the full amount of their
share of the cost of the entire amount
of airport construction costs that would
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be incurred in developing the entire air-
port facility contemplated. This, of
course, results in the necessity of plan-
ning for the total airport development
to be undertaken in stages over a period
of years.

For the first full fiscal year after the
enactment of the act, $45 million was
appropriated for the program. It is my
understanding that a larger amount was
not appropriated for that fiscal year for
the reasons previously stated, namely,
that many of the States and local agen-
cies had not had time to complete their
planning and financing arrangements,
and in many instances, the enactment
of legislation necessary to enable them
to participate in the program that early.
It was contemplated at that time that
larger appropriations would be made
during the succeeding years, as the
States and local agencies completed their
planning and financing arrangements.
However, only $32,500,000 was appropri-
ated for the fiscal year 1948. Further,
subsequent annual appropriations have
not even approximated half of the au-
thorized amount of $100 million. In
fact, as of today, approximately 9 years
after enactment of the act, there has
only been appropriated and made avail-
able for projects $236,221,154, out of the
total $520 million originally authorized
for a T-year period.

Many States, municipalities, and other
local agencies have suffered consider-
able losses due to the preparation of
plans and making of financing arrange-
ments, such as issuance of bonds, and
so forth, in contemplation of the avail-
ability of the Federal assistance in ac-
cordance with the authorization pre-
scribed under the act and the subsequent
failure of the Federal Government to
provide that assistance.

In 1950 it became apparent that the
airport development program which the
act contemplated being completed in ap-
proximately 7 years, would not be com-
pleted within that time. The Congress,
therefore, by the enactment of Public
Law 846, 81st Congress, approved Sep-
tember 27, 1950, amended the act to
extend the program over an additional
5 years, namely, until June 30, 1958, in-
stead of June 30, 1953.

Notwithstanding the planning and fi-
nancing arrangements that had been
made by States and municipalities in
contemplation of continuation of the
program, the Secretary of Commerce in
early 1953 decided that no further funds
would be requested for the program un-
less and until a complete and thorough
study had been made and disclosed a
definite need for Federal assistance in
public airport development. To this end
the Secretary appointed a committee
composed of Government, State, munic-
ipal, and private industry representatives
to make a thorough and complete study
of the matter and to report to him their
findings and recommendations by the
end of 1953. This action, of course, com-
pletely upset the planning of States and
local agencies. Many of them had un-
dertaken the development of their air-
port facilities in stages, in order to utilize
the small amounts of money that had
been becoming available during the prior
vears and with the expectancy that at
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least these smaller amounts of money
would continue to be available until the
entire $500 million had been utilized.
Many were faced with the possibility of
not being able to complete facilities that
were only partially completed, having
been undertaken on a stage basis in con-
templation of additional funds becoming
available in the following years for the
remaining stages.

In the fall of 1953, the committee ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Commerce
completed its investigation and study
and reached the conclusion that the
Federal Government shoulc participate
in the cost of public airports needed to
serve air commerce, and recommended
that the program under the Federal Air-
port Act be continued. The report of the
committee called particular attention to
the fact that larger amounts of funds
than had been previously appropriated
over the years would have to be made
available to effectively and efficiently
carry out the purposes of the act.

On the basis of the findings and recom-
mendations of the committee $22,500,000
was requested and appropriated for the
fiscal year 1955. At this time, as in the
case of the first appropriation for 1948,
there were statements and indications to
the effect that a larger amount was not
being requested for the fiscal year 1955
for the reason that that amount would be
sufficient to get the program started
again after the 1 year layoff—that the
States and local public agencies had de-
ferred their planning during the 1 year
layoff pending the decision of the Fed-
eral Government as to whether the pro-
gram would be continued. The general
understanding of the States, municipali-
ties, and other local agencies was that
the $22,500,000 was just to get the pro-
gram underway again and that the larger
amounts required to meet their needs
and to carry out the program, as con-
templated by the act, would be made
available during the years following.

Accordingly, as in the case of the years
immediately following the enactment of
the act, the States and local agencies
again started their planning and nego-
tiating for financing, and so forth, in
contemplation of Pederal grants being
made available in amounts approxi-
mating the amount authorized by the act,
or at least considerably in excess of the
relatively small amounts heretofore ap-
propriated. According to the budget for
the fiscal year 1956, however, only some
$11,500,000 is being requested, which is
smaller than the annual appropriation
of any prior year, with the exception of
the fiscal year 1954, for which no appro-
priation was made. The States and local
agencies are therefore again faced with
the loss of considerable planning and
financing costs that have been incurred
in contemplation of the reestablishment
of the Federal airport program on a scale
approximating that which is contem-
plated by the act.

In addition to the loss in money that
has been suffered as a result of the failure
of the Federal Government to provide
the funds contemplated by the act, with-
in the period of time prescribed in the
act, civil aviation has suffered because of
the delay in providing much needed air-
port facilities.
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In order to develop the nationwide sys-
tem of public airports that is needed to
serve civil aviation, such as is contem-
plated by the Federal Airport Act, it is
essential that the States and local agen-
cies be given definite assurance of the
money that will be available for match-
ing their local money when and as their
plans and financing arrangements are
completed and they are ready to under-
take the actual construction work in-
volved. Only a relatively few airports
in the country today can accommodate
the civil jet transport plane that un-
doubtedly will be in service by the time
the airport construction financed with
funds authorized by the proposed bill is
completed. In fact, it is entirely possible
that jet aircraft will be in service even
before that time. In any event, the
planning for its accommodation must
be undertaken now or in the fairly im-
mediate future. Furthermore, even
without regard to the advent of eivil jet
aircraft transportation, municipalities
are finding that it is necessary to plan
and provide for almost continuous ex-
pansion and improvement of their air-
port facilities if the needs of the con-
stantly inereasing civil air traffic are to
be met.

The same situation prevails with re-
spect to road and highway construction
and for that reason the highway pro-
grams have consistently been authorized
on a 2-year basis, with the exception of
the postwar highway program author-
ized by the Highway Act of 1944 which
authorized funds for projects over a
period of 3 years. In addition, in recog-
nition of the necessity for allowance of
time for planning, and so forth, prior to
actual construction, the highway acts
consistently authorize funds to be obli-
gated during the 2 fiscal years following
the fiscal year next succeeding the year
in which the authorization is granted.
In other words, the Highway Act of 1952
authorized the obligation of specific
amounts for road and highway projects
during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955,
and the Highway Act of 1954 authorized
the obligation of specific amount for
such purposes during the fiscal years
1956 and 1957. Therefore, the States
were assured in 1952 of the Federal high-
way money that would be available for
matching their money in the second and
third year hence, namely, in 1954 and
1955. Likewise, in 1954, they were as-
sured of the Federal money that would
be available in 1956 and 1957.

In the airport program there is even
more need for advance knowledge and
assurance of the availability of Federal
assistance because of the fact that mu-
nicipalities as well as States are involved
and funds for the local share of costs
in many instances must be obtained
from the issuance of bonds pursuant to
elections held for that purpose. In ad-
dition, highway network planning is
much farther advanced than is airport
planning, the Federal-aid highway pro-
gram having been in effect since at least
the early 1920’s.

The bill I have introduced would pro-
vide the States and their political sub-
divisions with definite assurance that
$60 million will be available to them for
grants under the Federal Airport Act
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for each of the next succeeding 4 fiscal
vears, and the Territories and posses-
sions that $3 million will be available
to them for that purpose for each of
such years. This will enable the States,
Territories, and so forth, to undertake
the planning, financing, and other pre-
liminary work for development and im-
provement of public airports needed for
air commerce, with definite assurance of
the amount of funds for the payment
of the Federal share of the cost thereof
that will be available to them as and
when they are able to undertake the
actual construction work within that
4-year period.

Attention is invited to the fact that
this authorization of $63 million for each
of the next 4 years, or a total of $252
million, added to prior appropriations
in the amount of $236,221,154, is ap-
proximately $31,700,000 less than the
$520 million originally authorized.

CLARIFYING AMENDMENT

Section 1 of the bill would amend sec-
tion 2 (a) of the act, relating to the
definition of “airport development.”
This amendment is intended primarily
for clarification purposes in that it spe-
cifically provides that airport passenger
or freight terminal buildings are among
the types of airport administrative build-
ings that are eligible under the act. It
is believed that the amendment is in
accordance with the original intent of
the Congress at the time of enactment
of the Federal Airport Act in 1946.

Section 2 of the bill would amend sec-
tion 3 (a) of the act in two respects,
namely, first, by prescribing a specific
time limit for each annual revision of
the national airport plan, and second, by
providing that the projects in such plan
shall include all types of airport de-
velopment that are eligible for Federal
aid under the act.

Under the existing provisions of the
act there is no specific time prescribed
for each annual revision of the national
airport plan, the act merely providing
that the plan be revised annually. Asa
result, in the past, each annual revision
has been issued at a different time, the
revision for one year, 1954, not having
been issued until the fall of that year.
Under the act no project application
may include any airport development
other than that included in the national
airport plan. Therefore, it would ap-
pear almost essential that each annual
revision of the plan be completed with-
in a reasonable time before the com-
mencement of the next fiscal year, so
that plans may be developed for the
submission of applications for projects
included in that revision that are to be
undertaken with funds appropriated for
such fiscal year. It is believed that 3
months, as prescribed in the amend-
ment, is a sufficiently reasonable period
of time for that purpose.

The second part of the amendment to
section 3 (a) is intended to make it clear
that the annual revisions of the na-
tional airport plan are not to exclude
any types of airport development eligible
for Federal participation under the act.
It is entirely possible that during any
particular fiscal year the amount of
funds authorized may not be sufficient
to enable the Secretary to participate in
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all of the projects which are needed at
that time to carry out the purposes of
the act, and under the act he clearly has
discretion, and in fact has a duty, to
so allocate the funds available as to ac-
complish those projects which are of the
greatest importance and urgency from
the national standpoint. However, this
he is expected to do on a State-by-State
and project-for-project basis, by use of
his programming and project approval
authority, and not by making all proj-
ects of certain types ineligible for in-
clusion in the program, as would be the
result if all such projects were excluded
from the national airport plan. The
amendment is intended to make it clear
that the national airport plan is not to
be so used.

DOMESTIC PARITY PLAN FOR
WHEAT GROWERS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, it
is a pleasure to be associated with my
senior colleague [Mr. Morsg] in spon-
soring S. 1770, the domestic parity cer-
tificate bill, of which he has recently
spoken.

When I was assigned in 1940 to write
a series of articles about Oregon’s Sen-
ator Charles Linza McNary, I first be-
came acquainted with the so-called two-
price plan for the marketing of farm
products, particularly with respect to
wheat. Senator McNary, who was a
friend of mine, had sponsored such a
proposal in the 1920’s, but it was vetoed
by President Coolidge after its passage
through Congress in the form of the
McNary-Haugen bill. Yet this illustri-
ous Oregon Senator continued to have
faith in the idea.

In 1954 a similar proposal, known by
this time as the domestic parity certifi-
cate plan, was discussed in the Oregon
senatorial campaign. My opponent ab-
ruptly endorsed the plan, although he
had shown practically no interest in it
during nearly 11 years in Congress.

Friends and supporters in eastern
Oregon, one of the great wheat-produc-
ing areas of the Nation, urged me to ap-
prove the plan, too. After talking over
the matter with my wife one night at the
height of the campaign, I decided not to
do so. In the first place, in the midst
of the campaign, I had had no genuine
opportunity to study and analyze the
domestic parity plan carefully. If I en-
dorsed it under such circumstances, it
would be purely a political decision
rather than one based on the economic
factors at stake. I made up my mind
that this kind of endorsement would not
be fair to me, and would not be fair to
the eastern Oregon wheatgrowers, and
to the people of the State of Oregon,
generally.

WHEAT GROWERS LEAGUE BACKS FLAN

But, since the November 2 election, I
have had a chance to look at the do-
mestic parity plan a good deal more
objectively and in less hurried and fren-
zied conditions. Early in December, at
the Multnomah Hotel in Portland, I had
a conference lasting nearly 4 hours with
past and present officials of the Oregon
Wheat Growers League. Here in Wash-
ington, D. C., during the recent months,
I have spent considerable time with two
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spokesmen for that organization, Marion
T. Weatherford, of Arlington, Oreg., and
Jack Smith, of Condon, Oreg. In fact,
I had the privilege of inviting other
Members of the Senate to hear these
men explain the domestic parity plan in
terms of the problems now confronting
the wheatgrowers of the entire Nation.
The explanation of the plan by Mr.
Weatherford and Mr. Smith also im-
pressed other Senators with many of the
merits of this particular proposal.

As a result of these conferences, and
because of close personal study of the
plan, I now have decided to join with my
distinguished senior colleague [Mr.
MorsE] in sponsoring this bill providing
the domestic parity certificate plan for
wheat.

My decision has been shaped, in part
at least, by my increasing alarm over the
general plight of agriculture throughout
the United States—a plight which con-
trasts jarringly with the present boom
on Wall Street in the stock market.

In recent months the deepening agri-
cultural crisis has increasingly occupied
the attention of many Members of the
Congress.

INCOME OF AMERICAN FARMERS ON WAY DOWN

Congressional committees have re-
peatedly studied the farm problem and
have reported the ominous downward
trend. In reporting the Agricultural
Act of 1954 in the 83d Congress, the
House Committee on Agriculture showed
in its report on the bill a 13-percent de-
cline in net farm income in the preced-
ing 2 years, while the rest of the econ-
omy reached new heights. In reporting
a new farm bill last month, the same
committee again reviewed the facts:

Farm prices down an average of 22 percent
since 1952. Net farm income down 28 per-
cent since 1947—10 percent below 1953, with
further declines scheduled for this year and
1956.

The House Appropriations Commit-
tee reports that “the cost of farming
continues to increase, with a 14-percent
inerease in prices paid by farmers dur-
ing the past 5 years.” Farm mortgage
debt has nearly doubled since the end of
‘World War II.

Farmers' share in the national income
has dropped from 9.4 percent in 1951
to 7.2 percent in 1954.

The New York Times and other lead-
ing newspapers and periodicals have
also drawn public attention to the
squeeze on farmers’ income resulting
from continued high operating costs in a
time of falling farm prices and stringent
acreage limitations.

A well-documented article in the U. S.
News & World Report for March 25 re-
minds us of the sinister parallel with the
1920’s, when a spectacular industrial and
financial boom obscured the early
danger signals of a prolonged agricul-
tural slump. The article states the facts
with simple logic:

Farmers are getting less for their erops.

They are being forced to grow less. Their
costs are high. Their incomes are shrinking.

And it concludes that “the farm prob-
lem is worsening, now that more trouble
lies ahead.”
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FLEXIBLE PRICE SUPPORTS NOT THE RIGHT
ANSWER

Yet President Eisenhower is offering
no leadership beyond continued insist-
ence on the so-called flexible support
program—an economic wringer which
seems designed to seek a kind of agricul-
tural “survival of the fittest” by driv-
ing a substantial number of farm fam-
ilies to the brink of bankruptey. But
when we remember that more than 20
million Americans live on farms, and
more than 30 million in rural areas eco-
nomically dependent on farm prosper-
ity, we see the illusion of expecting a
continued boom for banks, for big busi-
ness, for the stock market, while an
agricultural depression threatens this
one-third of the Nation.

The erisis is particularly acute in the
case of wheat. In its April issue, the
Farm Journal poses the guestion, “Can
we rescue wheat?” This article, and the
other sources I have mentioned, give
us some idea of the dimensions of the
problem.

The carryover of wheat on July 1 will
be nearly a billion bushels—as much as
five times the amount considered a
normal carryover—and $2% billion
worth of that is held by the Commodity
Credit Corporation. The carryover will
be more than a whole year's supply of
wheat for this country, without this
year's crop.

Yet acreage restrictions, which have
forced 24 million acres, about 30 percent,
out of wheat, and reduced support per-
centages, give little promise for restor-
ing order to wheat production. Rather,
they add to the pressure to grow varie-
ties which will yield the most bushels
per acre, regardless of quality—to pro-
duce more wheat, of types which no one
else may want, for the No. 1 customer,
the Federal Government.

DOMESTIC PARITY PLAN OFFERS THREE MAJOR
ADVANTAGES

Far from reducing these pressures, the
further lowering of support levels under
President Eisenhower’s so-called flexible
support program would only force the
wheat farmer to squeeze every last bush-
el from each acre of allotment remain-
ing to him, regardless of quality or de-
mand on the commercial market.

The 90 percent of parity support pro-
gram certainly was not a perfect answer
to the wheat farmers' problems. But its
greatest drawback—the accumulation of
Government-owned surpluses—is con-
tinued under the President’s program
for flexible supports, flexible only down-
ward, without accomplishing the sup-
posed objective of protecting the farmer.

I believe that the certificate plan may
well be the most constructive alterna-

tive, which deserves a trial. Briefly
stated, it offers the following ad-
vantages:

First, it would return the sale and pur-
chase of wheat to the open market,
where the price is determined by factors
of quality and demand.

Second, the resulting lower market
price would make it possible for more
wheat to move into export, feed, and in-
dustrial uses, and thus increase the total
overall use of wheat.
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Third, it would guarantee wheat farm-
ers full parity on that part of the annual
crop which goes into domestic human
consumption.

Finally, and most important, it should
get the Government out of the business
of buying, storing, and trying to dispose
of wheat.

The bill which my colleagues and I
have sponsored is basically similar to
subtitle D of H. R. 9680 of the 83d Con-
gress, by which the House of Represent-
atives last year adopted the domestic
parity certificate plan for wheat. And
the House Agriculture Committee has
again this year included the plan in its
recommendation for farm legislation to
be enacted by the 84th Congress.

This bill may not be a perfect bill. A
certificate program for wheat must be
fitted carefully into the structure of our
agricultural economy, particularly in
relation to our support programs for
corn and other feed grains. Thus, it is
contemplated that the Government
would continue to make available sup-
port loans for wheat at a lower level, re-
lated to that for corn. Yet these sup-
port loans must not become another
“market” for wheat, if the plan is to suc-
ceed in ending the accumulation of sur-
plus wheat by the Government.

Moreover, operations under the certifi-
cate program need to be coordinated
with the policies of our Government to
cooperate with other friendly wheat ex-
porting and wheat importing nations in
seeking stability in the world market.

For the foreseeable future, at least, it
will be necessary to continue restrictions
on wheat acreage in order to keep pro-
duction within manageable limits. As
the price of wheat is to be determined by
supply and demand for different varie-
ties in the open market, the administra-
tion of production controls to maintain
market prices close to the support and
world price levels will also have to be
thoroughly thought out before the plan
is put into operation.

DOMESTIC PARITY PFLAN MERITS FULL AND FAIR
TRIAL

I hope that these problems, as well as
the obvious advantages of the domestic
parity certificate plan will receive the
careful scrutiny of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. The alarm-
ing downward trend in farm prosperity,
to which I referred at the beginning of
my remarks, shows that some action will
have to be taken during the present ses-
sion of Congress to review and revitalize
our agricultural programs. i

In choosing between alternative
courses, we will not find a perfect solu-
tion. I hope that we will give the do-
mestic parity certificate plan a thorough
trial. There is no substitute for expe-
rience, and I am sure that the farm
problems which may arise will be easier
to solve than are those created by the
present policies of the national admin-
istration.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp as a part of my remarks an
article entitled “Hottest Farm Argument
of the Year,” from the Farm Journal,
written by Herschel D. Newman, master,



1955

National Grange, explaining why the
National Grange supports the certificate
plan for wheat.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

HorTeST FARM ARGUMENT OF THE YEAR
(By Herschel D. Newsom, master, National
Grange)

(Eprror’'s NorE.—The Grange favors a two-
price plan for wheat: “It will increase sales;
bolster farm income; cut tax costs; and do
away with acreage controls and regulations,”
says Newsom.)

The present wheat program is a failure.
The jam it has led us into was explained in
Farm Journal last month.

This is our most serlous commeodity prob-
lem of the generation. To continue down
the present road is to insure lower income
and less markets for United States wheat
growers.

Flexing wheat-price supports down to 75
percent of parity is not the answer:

That will only lower wheat farmers' in-
comes.

It will do little—or nothing—to either in-
crease the sale of wheat or decrease produc-
tion.

What is the answer then? The only sensi-
ble, workable plan that we've seen is one
that organized wheat growers are support-
ing. Developed by the Grange several years
ago, it’s called the domestic parity or wheat
certificate plan. Actually, it's a plan to limit
effective price supports to the wheat used
in the United States “or food.

Remember three facts:

1. Your entire wheat crop (except wheat
you fed or stored) would sell on the open
market—at whatever price your quality,
variety, or type of wheat would bring. The
better grade wheat would naturally bring
more,

2, Selling on the open market at prevail-
ing prices would also eliminate the need for
extensive program policing or segregation of
wheat.

3. You'd get certificates—and price sup-
ports—on your proportionate share of the
wheat crop used for food (to be estimated
each year by the Secretary of Agriculture).
You'd get this support by cashing the
certificates.

Each wheat farmer would then adjust his
own acreage—by deciding how much unsup-
ported wheat he wanted to raise above his
share of the supported, domestic food
market.

As time went on, you'd get more, or fewer,
certificates, depending on whether you raised
or lowered your production. Farmers who
raise the better quality wheat, or raise it
more cheaply, would be more llkely to in-
crease output. Thus we would be using the
historie function of price to change produc-
tion patterns according to efficiency and
ability.

The Secretary of Agriculture would set a
floor price through a stop-loss wheat loan
designed to prevent dumping on the world
market or on our own feed market. He'd
set this floor by taking into account the feed
equivalent value of wheat in the United
States and the probable world market level.

Such a floor would be temporarily neces-
sary because of the sheer size of the present
surplus. In fact, it would be necessary no
matter what kind of a wheat program we
have. Acreage controls would also be con-
tinued for a while for the same reason, but
they could soon be abandoned.

There are several advantages to this plan:

Wheat income would be as high or higher
than under any other program.

Production controls would be greatly min-
imized—eventually eliminated so that farm-
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ers would use their own judgment to adjust
production.

Livestock and poultry farmers could grow
their own feed wheat, even sell to each other,

People might pay a higher price tempo-
rarily for their cereal products, but this
would be offset by progressively eliminating
the Government expense of the present
program.

It would lead to greater farm efficlency and
better conservation.

Because of the competitive prices more
wheat would be sold for feed in foreign
trade and for new uses.

It would get the Government rapidly out
of the business of handling, buying, selling,
and storing wheat. Private trading would
take over. This is the way to expand markets.

Yes; bigger markets are there. We can
gradually recapture and expand global mar-
kets, We used to export a third of our
crop; now we export only when the rest of
the world doesn’t have wheat to sell at our
Government’s support price minus subsidy.

Wheat has been priced out of the feed
market, By allowing wheat to sell at going
prices, it will take its normal place in all
secondary markets instead of going into Gov-
ernment storage.

Some corn growers argue against this pro-
gram, Actually, they have little to worry
about. The stop-loss price floor would take
care of this. Besides, wheat never was, and
never will be, a serious feed-grain competitor
of King Corn.

Corn outylelds wheat by far.
raised for less.

And when wheatgrowers are asked to take
the competitive price for nonfood wheat, a
lot of them are going to grow something else.

To sum up, wheatgrowers, in order to
share world and feed markets, may do 1 of
3 things: i

1. They may flex the price of all United
States wheat down to the world level—about
$1.50 to $#1.60 per bushel (which amounts to
practically no wheat price support program
at all).

2. They may continue to subsidize—at 60
cents on up—all export wheat. This is bound
to lead to still further losses in world mar-
kets because of governmental stagnation of
sales.

3. They may develop some kind of domestic
parity, or self-financing two-price plan, to
protect the Income of wheatgrowers—while
making it possible for them to compete for
secondary markets.

This is not a cure-all. It will, however,
put wheat into use instead of Into storage.
And it's a part of the commodity-by-com-
modity approach so necessary for improv-
ing the farm program—and it needs to be
done now.

It can be

VACANCY IN UNITED STATES DIS-
TRICT COURT FOR OREGON

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
should like to refer very briefly to one
other matter which concerns my home
State, and which I think should be
brought to the attention of the Senate.

Mr. President, this week marks the
end of 1 whole year since the elevation
of Judge James A. Fee to the Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit—1 year
during which the President has failed to
fill the vacancy thus created in the
United States District Court for Oregon.

In 12 months, Mr. President, the Eisen-
hower “team” has been unable to agree
upon the selection of a much-needed
Federal judge for the district of Oregon.
Of course, I have no firsthand knowl-
edge of the reason for this delay; but,
I regret to say, it seems to be a case of
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politics and patronage first, and judicial
needs second.

Judge Fee was appointed to the court
of appeals on April 1, 1954, after many
years of able service on the United States
Distriet Court in Oregon, and he actually
left the district court on April 30—a year
ago next Saturday. For 12 months since
that day, the Eisenhower administration
has virtually turned its back upon the
vacant judgeship in Oregon, while the
Republican Party engages in internal
guerrilla warfare over the vacancy.

Perhaps the President does not think
it necessary to have three Federal judges
in our State. Should we perhaps expect
him to send to the Senate, instead of an
appointment, legislation to abolish the
post?

Mr. President, in recent years the Fed-
eral court in Portland, Oreg., has main-
tained a good record of keeping up with
its docket, of dispensing justice to liti-
gants with the dispatch which in prac-
tice is itself such an important ingredi-
ent of justice. It has managed to main-
tain this record in spite of the occasional
illness or infirmity of one or another of
its judges.

But in the last year, Mr. President,
with only two judges left on the Federal
bench in Oregon, it has been necessary
tg have cases tried by a succession of
visiting judges from other districts. In
the year during which the President has
failed to fill the vacancy, the Oregon
court has enjoyed the temporary serv-
ices of Judge G. H. Boldt, from Tacoma,
Judges Bowen and Lindberg, from Seat-
tle, Judge Ling, of Arizona, Judge Clark,
of Idaho, and Judge Pope, of the Court
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit.

Of course, I want to make it very clear
that there has been no criticism of the
judicial service of these excellent Fed-
eral judges, but it is also obvious that
the temporary assignment to Oregon of
judges from other districts creates prob-
lems in their own districts, as well as in
Oregon. Of necessity, it becomes more
difficult to set cases for trial on a definite
date until the visiting judge arrives, and
in some instances it becomes necessary
to have cases tried before a different
judge than the one who presided at
pretrial conferences. I need not speak
of the confusion this creates in connec-
tion with the orderly administration of
justice.

It is clear to leading members of the
bar of my home State of Oregon that
this system is not a satisfactory sub-
stitute for the long delayed appointment
of a new judge to the vacancy on the
Federal court.

I have not expected, of course, to be
consulted about this appointment by
the Republican administration. So far,
the only contact I have had has been
an interview back in February with the
FBI about one candidate, Judge Wm. G.
East, of Lane County. I gave Mr. East
a clean bill of health. Then an Oregon
newspaper published an editorial imply-
ing that East had been involved in an
alleged drunken-driving incident. I felt
obliged to ask the FBI to make a review
of the incident. I have heard nothing
further about the episode. That, to my
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knowledge, is where the judgeship now
stands.

My colleague, the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, and
I have stated many times that we will
not oppose any of the possible appoint-
ments which have been mentioned and
which have the support of the Oregon
State Bar, unless we are presented with
reasons not now known to us. I believe,
Mr. President, that this necessary and
long overdue judicial appointment for
my State should no longer be held up
because of political skirmishing in the
Republican Party over who should get
this choice plum.

A few months ago there was much
discussion in the press to the effect that
action on the nomination of Judge Har-
lan to the Supreme Court of the United
States had been delayed 3 or 4 months
because the Committee on the Judiciary
allegedly had not considered the matter
as speedily as the White House had
wished. Perhaps the criticism was justi-
fied. I was not sufficiently close to the
situation to know.

But I think it is significant that for
1 whole year—12 months—a vacancy has
existed in the United States district court
in Oregon, a court of original jurisdie-
tions, so far as the Federal bench is con-
cerned. Yet the administration has not
made one move, or certainly nothing
visible to the naked eye or to the general
public, to fill that vacancy.

I submit that if Oregon is entitled to
3 Federal district judges—and Congress,
in the form of a statute, has authorized
3 Federal district judges for Oregon—
it is the duty of the administration to
make an appointment.

In February, when the vacancy had
existed for about 10 months, I recom-
mended to the Department of Justice an
outstanding lawyer in Medford, Oreg.,
Mr. Edward C. Kelly. Mr. Kelly is a
veteran of World War II, a distinguished
member of the bar, a leader in his com-
munity, a former member of the Oregon
State Legislature, and is himself the son
of an illustrious former judge in our
State. It seems to me it is up fo the
administration either to accept my ree-
ommendation of Mr. Edward C. Kelly or
to make an appointment of its own; but
I do not believe that the vacancy on
the Federal distriect bench in Oregon
should be continued beyond 1 year.

LOW INCOME IN AGRICULTURE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
feel compelled to speak briefly on a mes-
sage sent to Congress yesterday by the
President on the problem of low income
in agriculture. All of us interested in
agriculture welcome the recognition by
the executive branch of this major so-
cial and economic problem. However, I
think it would be putting it mildly to say
that the program is most disappointing.
If this is all that the Department of
Agriculture can suggest after a full year's
study, then the low-income farmers will
have to look elsewhere for some practical
assistance.

Nothing new is provided in either the
study or the recommendations which
were presented to Congress as of yester-
day. Legislative proposals for a broader
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attack on the acute problem are already
before Congress under Democratic spon-
sorship, and they come much closer to
carrying out the objectives outlined by
the President than do his own meager
recommendations.

After a year of study, the Department
of Agriculture as of today has not even
caught up with the broad recommenda-
tions for a long-range attack on the
problem of low-income farmers which
were submitted to Congress by the De-
partment of Agriculture back in 1949.

I have in my hand the report of sev-
eral hearings entitled “Low-Income
Families,” held by the Subcommittee on
Low-Income Families of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report, 8lst
Congress.

Also, I have before me a “Synopsis,”
and “Conclusions, Recommendations,
and Report,” of the same subcommittee
of the Joint Committee on the Economic
Report, entitled “Families and Economic
Stability,” of the 2d session of the 81st
Congress.

As I pointed out a moment ago, long-
range studies were made in the field in
1949 pertaining to some of the difficulties
which face a large part of the farm popu-
lation. The intervention of the Korean
war suspended action in that direction
at that time. Those reports were made
late in 1949. By June 1950, the Korean
war had started.

However, most of the same objectives
are before Congress in a proposed fam-
ily-farm development bill, S. 1199 intro-
duced by the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. SraRkMAN], who
has long given attention to this particu-
lar problem in agriculture; and in my
own family-farm policy review, Senate
Joint Resolution 20. These two meas-
ures supplement each other; one provid-
ing for a practical approach to a more
effective action program to help the low-
income farmers; the other providing for
an annual checkup to make certain that
all the farm programs are doing what
they are intended to do toward aiding
the farmers. I recommend that my col-
leagues who may be interested in the
President’s message take a look at these
two measures now before the Senate.

It is my hope that the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry will proceed
with hearings on the measures and will
submit a program which will meet the
situation better than the administra-
tion's disappointing program ever can.

We welcome the President’'s support
for the objectives of these Democratic-
sponsored measures. At least, we are
now publicly agreed on the common obh-
jective of greater attention to the hu-
man resources in the struggle for sur-
vival of American farmers having less
than $1,000 a year cash income, instead
of considering such farmers expendable,
as previous farm policies of the adminis-
tration have indicated was the idea.

I cannot help noting some of the ef-
fects of the administration’s twists and
turns on the farm policy, which are simi-
lar to its twists and turns on foreign pol-
icy. I could not help thinking there may
have been an early mistake in the ap-
pointments to the Cabinet., I am cer-
tain the President wanted to have as
Eecretary of Agriculture one who had a
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firm agricultural policy. Likewise, I feel
certain he wanted to have as Secretary
of State one who had a flexible foreign
policy. Somehow or other the appoint-
ment signals must have become mixed.

It would be interesting to lay along-
side the President’s fine objectives some
of the quotations from statements by As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture Butz,
saying very bluntly that agriculture is
now big business; and if a farmer cannot
survive, he had better get out. That was
the established line and the established
policy of the administration until the re-
port on low-income farm families was
brought to cur attention by the Presi-
dent only as of yesterday.

It is also interesting to note that while
the President’s message talks about in-
creased loan authorizations, increased
technical assistance for the Soil Con-
servation Service, and increased funds
for vocational education, the same Pres-
ident and his departments have con-
sistently sent to Congress budgets re-
ducing the funds required for farm-loan
authorizations through the Farmers’
Home Administration. The President,
through the Department of Agriculture,
has raised interest rates, thus making
it more difficult for farmers to take ad-
vantage of credit assistance. The Bu-
reau of the Budget, which is an arm of
the Executive Office of the President,
has sought to reduce rather than to in-
crease the technical assistance of the
Soil Conservation Service. And it is set
to slash rather than increase funds for
vocational education.

Mr. President, we get high-sounding
pronouncements in these messages, but
we get very little substance to back them
up; and I am of the opinion that it is
going to take more than a well-worded,
cleverly and wisely conceived message
to bring some semblance of equality of
treatment to our farm families. It is
going to take much more than words;
it is going to take action. ’

I suggest to my colleagues that they
read the fine print in the recommenda-
tions submitted by the President. While
emphasizing the need for greater voca-
tional training in the low-income group
areas, it does not propose to provide such
training. What it really says is that the
administration wants the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to en-
courage the States to expand vocational
training in rural areas. That is a nice
way of having somebody pay the bill
while you call the tune.

Please note that the President in his
message simply fried to shift the burden
back to the States.

I regret that the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Mrs. Hobby, in many of her pro-
posals before the Congress of the United
States, or our committees, has advocated
some kind of do it yourself formula. We
have a do it yourself formula that some
of us individually carry out in our own
homes in the form of repair jobs, and
even then there are indications that the
do it yourself advocates sometimes re-
quire professional treatment later on in
order to repair the damage they have
done.

I point ouf one more inconsistency.
Recommendation 15 of the President’s
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program calls for the Secretary of Agri-
culture each year to submit a compre-
hensive report to the President on prog-
ress of activities directed toward alle-
viating the problems of low-income
farmers.

Mr. President, I have before me a re-
port from the Bureau of the Budget re-
porting on my resolution (S. J. Res. 20),
which would require such an annual re-
view and incorporation of resulting rec-
ommendations in the economic report.

I make note of the fact that the Presi-
dent of the United States, in his mes-
sage, asked that the Secretary of Agri-
culture make a yearly report cn progress
of activities directed toward alleviating
the problems of low-income farmers.

That was exactly what was provided
in the resolution which I introduced in
the Senate of the United States on Jan-
uary 14, as Senate Joint Resolution 20;
and the Bureau of the Budget, in the
report on that resolution, had this to
say:

It Is questionable whether the family-
farm problem changes rapidly enough to
warrant an annual review.

Here is the President’s own executive
office which says categorically to the
Committee on Agriculture, despite the
messages sent yesterday:

It is gquestionable whether the family-farm
problem changes rapldly enough to warrant
an annual review.

The very thing the President recom-
mended yesterday, his own executive
agency said, on April 21, should not be
done.

I merely wish to say I do not know
how many administrations there are
operating. Possibly the President’s office
is not informed what the Bureau of the
Budget is doing, or possibly the Bureau
of the Budget is not informed what the
President’s office is doing; but I suggest
the law of the land requires that each
know what the other is doing.

The Bureau of the Budget further
said:

1f the pertinent facts were to be assembled
and analyzed annually, the conduct of such
a periodic review would likely be quite
expensive.

The President, however, tells us the
Secretary of Agriculture should make
such a review and report to him annually.
He apparently did not think it was too
expensive yesterday, but on the 21st of
April, his personal representative, the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
said it should not be done, and that if it
was done it would be expensive.

This is the type of language which
appeals to both groups in America—
those who would like to have it done and
those who would not. This is a good way
to stay popular, as long as someone does
not expose what is going on. But I sub-
mit there is no consistency of policy or
program. It is downright double talk,
and there is no intention to implement

it.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder if the
Senator from Minnesota was impressed,
as I was, to hear some of the comments
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about this being a brandnew idea. I
heard it said today by one of our dis-
tinguished friends across the aisle that
this is the first time anyone had come
forward with any such idea as this. Did
the Senator hear that statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I heardit. I want
to say to the Senator I was just allud-
ing to the fact that even back in 1949
the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama was on the Joint Committee on
the Economic Report.

Mr, SPARKMAN. I was chairman of
the subcommittee which made the study.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It made the re-
port which I hold in my hand.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Has the Senator
seen the recommendations?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely have, I
note that the Senator introduced a meas-
ure on the subject on February 23, 1955.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to
ask the Senator if he has read the state-
ment I put in the Recorp at that time
and the bill I introduced.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have a copy of
the statement before me.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Of course, the Sen-
ator had preceded that by a month or
more with the introduction of a measure.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. Iintroduced
my proposal on January 14,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Which covered
some of the same ground, but covered
other ground as well.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. So, as stated by
some of our friends, the idea of propos-
ing technical studies of low-income fam-
ilies was not heard for the first time in
the President’s message. Had the Sena-
tor heard of the idea before?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I heard it yester-
day in the message as if it was a news
flash. It was just as much of a news
flash as would be the announcement of
the Magna Carta.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the Senator
recall that in my resolution—I am not
sure the measure introduced by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota contained this par-
ticular provision—it was provided that
the Secretary of Agriculture should pick
out 500 low-income counties and do the
technical work in those areas? Does the
Senator remember that?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. That is in
section 3 of the Senator's proposal. I
have it in my hand.

Mr. SPARKMAN. To hear some per-
sons talk about the proposal, one would
think it was a brandnew idea. I dare
say the headlines will probably scream
out about “Ike’s farm idea.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. The headlines will
probably scream “New Idea. New Idea.”
It is just as new as old candles.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It reminds me of
something I read in the press the other
day. The press wrote about “Ike’s high-
way program.” The headline read, “Ike
Will Get His Highway Program,” and
one would presume that the article re-
lated that the Eisenhower road program
was going through Congress. If one
read the article, he would find it said
that, of course, the committee is not
going to agree to the financing plan,
and, of course, it is not going to agree to
the schéme which was advanced, but the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel has
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introduced a bill, and undoubtedly that
bill will be reported and a highway pro-
gram will be enacted. So they tabbed
that as the highway road program.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Is not the same
thing true of the proposed low-income
farm program?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The President said
he was for roads, so if any program is
enacted, it will be said it is the Presi-
dent's program. The President said he
is for the low-income farm program, so
if any low-income farm program is en-
acted, it will be stated that it was the
President’s program.

Mr. SPARKMAN. By the way, I won=-
der if the Senator remembers, when the
question came up year before last, the
proposal that surplus farm commodities
be made available to friendly nations
throughout the world.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator from
Minnesota will recall that he offered an
amendment to that effect in the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I recall that
very well.

Mr. SPARKMAN. With solid Demo-
cratic support.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But I am sure the
Senator will remember the solid Repub=-
lican opposition to that amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remember it, sir,
very vividly.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am sure the Senator from Min-
nesota remembers his offering of the
amendment, here on the floor of the
Senate,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes;Iremember it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And I am sure the
Senator from Minnesota remembers
what the Republican majority did to the
amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I remember
that, too.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Then, within a few
days, the tremendous program came to
us from the White House, recommending
exactly and identically what the Senator
from Minnesota had proposed in his
amendment. Does the Senator from
Minnesota remember that?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes;Ido. Let me
say that perhaps other Senators will
recall the incident. I had earlier re-
quested some information on the pro-
gram I had advanced from the executive
agencies.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And the Senator
from Minnesota had obtained approval
of it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; there had
been approval of it by the Foreign Op-
erations Administration and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But the President
had not heard of it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Oh, they had not
told the President about it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Then, as in the
case of the release of the Yalta papers,
the President had not heard of it be-
cause those in the departments had not
told him about it.
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Mr. HUMPHREY., Yes. That situa-
tion was similar to the one in the case
of the President’s recent message, fol-
lowing the Senator’s introduction of his
bill on the same subject. We were told
that it could not be done and, further-
more, that even if it could be done, it
would be too expensive.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Although I do not
believe the Department of Agriculture
and the Bureau of the Budget have yet
responded to my bill—and I shall await
with great interest their report on it—
now it seems they have recommended
the same thing in the program the
President sent to us on yesterday; that
is to say, they recommended a part of
it; they did not go all the way.

While I am on my feet, let me ask
another question of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota: Is it not true
that many of the things the President
recommended in his message of yester-
day, he can do today under existing
lJaws? Certainly he can tell the Secre-
tary of Agriculture what to do.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed he can.

While we in the Senate are discussing
these matters, the President can tell the
Secretary of Agriculture—who is trot-
ting around in the drought-stricken
areas—to come back home and take ac-
tion to reduce the interest rates on
emergency loans. I can imagine how
popular the Secretary of Agriculture is
with a farmer who has lost his crop and
has lost his livestock and has suffered
from a drop in farm commodity prices;
and now the Secretary of Agriculture
comes to him and says to him, “I am here
to give you a little help; and I am happy
to say that we have raised the interest
rate by 2 percent.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is said that is
done in order to make such loans com-
petitive with private loans.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yet the President
follows that with a suggested program
of how to help the farmers. Probably
there should be some liaison hetween the
White House and the Department of
Agriculture. Does not the Senator from
Minnesota think that would be a good
thing to have?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 think it would be
very, very helpful. Of course, I do not
wish to upset what seems to be the pres-
ent program, under which those in re-
sponsibility in the administration do not
talk to one another. But if they believe
that things are not in good shape, they
might call on one another and discuss
these programs. =

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am certain that
the Senator from Minnesota is of the
same opinion that I am. I, too, do not
wish to see the program upset. Buf,
after all, the Department of Agriculture
administers the program. What good
can be done by all the laws Congress
passes, if the Department which admin-
isters the laws does the kind of admin-
istrative job Secretary Benson has done,
s0 that the President can talk one way
and the Secretary of Agriculture, who is
administering the program, can act in
another way.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Alabama has undoubtedly noted in the
President’s message that one of the rec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ommendations is to increase technical
assistance for soil conservation. Is not
that interesting? In his message, the
President tells the American people, “In-
crease the technical assistance for soil
conservation.” Then the Bureau of the
Budget comes running down here, like
Scrooge, and says, “Cut it.”

Then the President says, “We should
provide more vocational training to
farmers.” What a warm heart the
President has. What great compassion
he has for people. But then, all at once
comes down the Bureau of the Budget,
the President's own executive agency,
and says, “Cut it.”

That has happened again and again.
Even in the case of the home-economics
pamphlets issued by the Department of
Agriculture, the same thing has hap-
pened. Recently the Department of
Agriculture decided that it would stop
distributing such prepared material,
which it had assembled, and which is of
assistance to thousands and thousands
of farm homes. In that connection, the
Department has assembled some very
important research data. The President
says, in his message, that we must do
more and more to bring better educa-
tion and modern living into the homes
of those who have small incomes. But
just last week the Department of Agri-
culture said, “Stop it.”

I do not wish to criticize the Presi-
dent’s objectives. I think everyone in
the Nation believes the President has fine
instinets and good intentions and honor-
able objectives. I merely wish he would
hire a Cabinet which would agree with
him. If he does not hire or appoint such
a Cabinet, I wish he would exercise the
responsibilities and prerogatives of his
office, by calling the members of his Cabi-
net to come into his office, one at a time,
and then asking each one, “Did you read
my message?” I believe that might be
somewhat helpful.

But, Mr. President, I am afraid that
the situation we are observing is one in
which the President—a popular Presi-
dent—appeals to the people by his very
fine-sounding messages; but then come
along Ezra Taft Benson, George Hum-
phrey, and Secretary McEay, and they
are the ones who get out the apparatus
which is wielded by the wrecking crew.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, is it
not true that they are the ones who are
running the Government? After all,
they administer it.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Well, it appears to
me that they have the responsibility for
administering these programs. However,
I want to hold the President accountable
for the administration. We do not have
a constitutional monarchy. We have a
President of the United States, and he is
responsible for the administration.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Minnesota yield
to me?

Mr. HUMFHREY. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I have been lis-
tening to the very interesting discussion
between my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY], and my distinguished colleague,
the Senator from Alabama [Mr., SPARK-
maN]l. The discussion they have been
conducting prompts mc to ask a ques-
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tion: Is not what we are seeing today an
example of what the President calls
“dynamic conservatism”? While he is
being dynamic, his Cabinet members are
being conservative. [Laughter.]

Mr, HUMPHREY. I accept the Sena-
tor’s suggestion, if he will amend it by
saying “dynamic in spirit, but conserva-
tive in action.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
say to the Senator from Minnesota, who
is so well informed on the farm ques-
tion, and who has been giving us such an
able speech today, that the phrase “dy-
namic conservatism,” which the Presi-
dent likes to use, reminds me of a pas-
sage in a book by the late Stephen
Leacock, the great Canadian humorist,
in which he speaks of someone as “a
large, small man.” I have always felt
that the phrase “dynamic conservatism"
both gives and takes away, as does the
phrase “a large, small man.” I think
that indicates the situation of the Presi-
dent, which the Senator from Minnesota
is describing today.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. President, I am reminded that in
the recent campaign many of the Re-
publican spokesmen used to say, “Elect a
Republican Congress and help Ike to fin-
ish the job.” In that connection, I ask
this question: What job, and with whom?
The job of cutting out vocational train-
ing? The job of reducing assistance to
soil-conservation districts? Or the job
of reducing price supports? The admin-
istration has reduced them to 8215 per-
cent. Are we supposed to finish the job
by reducing them to 75 percent?

We can go right down the line in that
connection. For instance, we can refer
to the National Health Institutes. I
know that recently the President con-
ferred a very high honor upon Dr. Salk.
That honor was well deserved, and I wish
to congratulate the President upon that
very timely and worthy presentation.
But at the same time, Mr. President, one
of the best ways to confer honors upon
a great scientist is to back his scientific
program. Yet the heart research funds
were cut more than 45 percent, and the
cancer research funds were cut 35 per-
cent, and the mental health research
funds were cut more than 30 percent
from the amounts recommended by the
Advisory Board, constituted of promi-
nent professional and technical persons.
In other words, the recommendations of
the Advisory Board were ignored, at least,
in part.

The greatest honor which can be given
to one who already has made a great
contribution to society is not just a cita-
tion, but is to give the honor of forward-
ing and advancing the program to which
such able and wonderful men dedicate
their lives.

I think the best way that farm families
of low income can be helpful today is
literally to strengthen and firm up the
programs which have been discussed here
today, and which were referred to in the
President’s message.

There is not much need for much new
legislation in this field. We already have
authorized vocational training and soil
conservation and the Farmers' Home Ad-
ministration. The Farmers' Home Ad-



1955

ministration should have many more
millions of dollars for its use. The pres-
ent administration should devote its
efforts to obtaining such funds. The
Farmers’ Home Administration could
have lower rates of interest if the ad-
ministration would only dedicate its
efforts to obtaining such lower interest
rates. There are many things that could
be done, but they will not be done by
having the President, on one day, utter
kindly, compassionate words and the
next day, or the day after, having the
respensible administrative cfficers in the
Cabinet do just the opposite.

So, despite President Eisenhower’s
message, his own Bureau of the Budget
appears opposed to taking an annual
look at whether or not our farm pro-
grams are accomplishing their objec-
tives in this field.

In conclusion on this subject, let me
say that the spirit of the President’s
avowed intentions is strong, but the
flesh of his specific recommendations is
weak. The spirit triumphs over almost
everything except the problems. It will
require the hard substance of legislation,
money, credit, and programs fo realize
these objectives. Farmers cannot sur-
vive on good intentions. The President,
quite rightly, calls for a many-sided at-
tack on this problem, but he arms us
only with pea shooters. It is deceiving
to create the impression, when we are
squarely faced with an economic prob-
lem confronting one-fourth of all the
families who live on American farms,
that the problem can be solved by so-
called pilot operations of counsel and
guidance in only 50 counties of the Na-
tion.

I wish my friend from Alabama to
know that the President’s recommenda-
tions covered 50 counties in the Nation.
The Senator himself must realize that
that is better than five, but it is very,
very short of reaching the needs. It is
only 10 percent of the 500 counties which
the Senator from Alabama recom-
mended. Anyone who looks over this
great America of ours, and who proposes
to engage in any kind of pilot operation
as a basis for a farm program knows
that such an operation cannot be suc-
cessful when it uses only 50 counties in
48 States. Because of the nature of the
land, the economic distribution, and the
marketing practices, at least the num-
ber of counties proposed by the Senator
from Alabama will be required, as the
Senator has recommended in his very
well conceived and well supported bill.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I remember cor-
rectly, there are 3,000 farm counties in
the United States. Is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Approximately
that number.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The distinguished
Senator from Minnesota may have heard
the exchange today between the junior
Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] and
the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
A1geN], in which the Senator from Ver-
mont reminded the Senator from Maine
that in neither State was there an entire
county which could qualify as a low-
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income county, but that there were low-
income farm areas, nevertheless.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota recognizes that the
same situation is true all over the United
States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is indeed the
truth.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In other words, the
low-income areas are not concentrated
in any particular section of the United
States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPAREMAN. The Senator from
Minnesota recalls, I am sure, that of the
3,000 counties, it is estimated that 1,000,
or one-third of them, would qualify as
low-income farm counties.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe that is the
general estimate which has been made.

Mr, SPARKEMAN. Remembering that
1,000, or one-third of the counties, are
reckoned as low-income counties, and
that certainly there are many other
areas where, perhaps, an entire county
would not fall in that category, does
the Senator believe it is unreasonable
to carry on a pilot study, or a technical
assistance program, in 500 counties?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly do not.

Mr. SPARKMAN. As a matter of fact,
would that be an expensive program?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It would not be an
expensive program, because the ma-
chinery is already in existence.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. The Senator may
recall that in my bill I proposed that the
existing machinery be used to do this
particular job.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In our Extension
Service, our State farm committees, the
so-called ASC or former PMA commit-
tees——

Mr. SPAREM
Administration.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; also in the
Farmers’' Home Administration, the Crop
Insurance Administration, and in the
land-grant colleges, we have facilities at
our fingertips to do the job. All that is
required is a sense of direction and a
desire to get the job done.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Starting with 500
counties, will the Senator agree with me
that that would really be inaugurating
an attack on the problem, which might
offer some hope of success?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Whereas 50
counties would amount to little.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena-
tor's statement is correct.

The Senator may recall that in the
Midwest, in the two Dakotas, North and
South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin,
Montana, Colorado, and Wyoming, the
Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa-
tion is now employing competent re-
search people and accountants to make
agricultural income studies in  those
States. In other words, a private farm-
ers’ cooperative is taking on a bigger job,
with its own resources, than the Presi-
dent of the United States proposes for
the entire Government of the United
States. I think that bears out what the
Senator from Alabama has pointed out,
that if we are to do the job, we ought to
do it in enough areas so that the statisti-
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cal information we may obtain and the

reports we may ultimately receive will be

at least sufficiently embracive in their

coverage so that we can actually know

:lvhat. the results of the program have
een.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does not the Sen-
ator agree with me that one of the
greatest needs of the operator of the
small-sized farm, the low-income farm—
the farmer we still like to think of as
using the farm not only as a place to
make a living, but a place to live—is
adequate eredit?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no doubt
about it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does not the Sena-
tor agree that the banking system of our
country and our banking laws are not
designed to afford the farmer that kind
of credit?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is absolutely
true. It has been recognized by the Gov-
ernment of the United States for 25 years
that the existing private banking system
is simply not established upon principles
and economic standards which permit
the kind of loans, at low rates of in-
terest, which would enable farm families
in the low-income areas and groups to
lift themselves by their own work, after
they receive such credit.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is
aware, I am sure, of the professed
desire cn the part of the Department
of Agriculture to encourage farmers to
diversify their farming, and make it
flexible, so that they can change from
one crop to another?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. A part of the
theory of the sliding scale supports is
that as a crop comes into surplus the
farmers will change their type of agri-
culture and go into the production of
another crop. Can the average small
farmer make that change?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course not.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Doges he have the
flexibility which would make it possible,
and can he obtain such flexibility unless
he has a more nearly adequate credit
system than he now has?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iknow of noMem-
ker of the Senate who is better informed
on the subject of fiscal policy and credit
policy than is the distinguished Senator
from Alabama. He has been chairman
of the Joint Committee on the Economic
Report. He has been a member of the
Committee on Banking and Currency for
many years. He has concentrated on
these problems. I think what the Sen-
ator has indicated by his questions is
obviously the fact. I think the truth
of that statement is apparent. A farm-
er cannot possibly make shifts in pro-
duction, particularly if he is already
in the low-income brackets, without
having additional capital resources,
which means, for this farmer, the avail-
ability of long-term credit at low rates
of interest, which he cannot obtain in
the private market.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me say to my
friend from Minnesota that I do not
consider that this problem necessarily
lies exclusively in the field of finance
and fiscal management. My experience
has come from another angle. All my
life I have lived among people who fall
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in the category described. In fact, I
have been one of them. Today I own
a small farm. There are two tenants
on it who fall in that category. I know
something about their ability to do or
not to do what they want to do.

I know something about where the
pinch is felt. It is felt by the little
farmer, who does not have the means
himself and who never hopes to accumu-
late a great amount of money by farm-
ing, but who believes, at least, that it
is an occupation in which he and his
family can make a living and can rear
their children and make good citizens.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I helieve we must
always look at agriculture as being more
than merely an economic function. It
is also a social function. As the Senator
from Alabama has pointed out, family
farms and the family farm pattern are
basie to the entire structure of our soci-
ety. It is the keystone, we might well
say, to individual liberty, freedom of
worship, freedom of the press, and free-
dom of speech. The individual farmer
and the individual small-business man
and the independent proprietor are
standing on their own. They are the
bulwark of traditional liberalism and of
traditional freedom in the whole world.

We do not need any experiments. The
Department of Agriculture has all the
experience and training necessary at its
beck and call to undertake a practical
action program offering some hope of
results. All that it needs is the emphasis
and support at the top and willingness
to back up with deeds the fine words the
President has expressed.

If, as the President says, “We must
open wider the doors of opportunity to
our million and a half farm families
with extremely low incomes—for their
own well-being and for the good of our
country and all our people.” let us really
open that door, instead of just letting a
crack of light seep through.

Let us open the door, instead of open-
ing it just a little erack and then snap-
ping on the safety lock as soon as some-
one wants to go through that little crack
to see what is beyond the horizon.

That situation should be very evident,
and I know it is evident to farm families.
It is extremely evident to them.

Farm income continues to go down,
Nevertheless, all we get from the admin-
istration is a message. Disaster has
overtaken area after area in this coun-
try, through drought, wind erosion, and
blight. Still, all we get is a trip by the
Secretary of Agriculture and a rise in
interest rates of mortgage loans.

The Government still complains about
the problem of surpluses. At the same
time it seems to be lost and uncertain
as to what it can do about this wonderful
abundance which it is our privilege to
have.

I hope no one will be misled by the
message on low farm income which has
been placed before us. I commend the
President for his objective. I should like
to encourage him now to hold a Cabinet
meeting, or at least a departmental
meeting, and to have the Secretary of
Agriculture make certain that these ob-
jectives are pursued.

Then I would like to have the Presi-
dent call in his Director of the Budget
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and indicate to him what is contained
in the President’s message, and direct
the Director of the Budget to send a new
letter to the Committee on Agriculture
in connection with bills now before that
committee which are designed to carry
out the very objectives to which the
President has pledged himself and has
generously commented upon and has
supported.

The only way to have something done
is for the President to be President, and
for the President to make decisions, and
for the President to recognize the fact
that he himself will be held accountable
for the farm program.

It is not the Benson program; it is the
Eisenhower program. Mr. Benson just
works for the Government. He did not
get elected. He was appointed. He is
carrying out the President’s policy. Sup-
posedly, the Bureau of the Budget is car-
rying out the President’'s policy. The
Bureau of the Budget is a part of the
executive department. It is in the Presi-
dent’s office. I would remind the Presi-
dent of the United States this after-
noon—and I do so most respectfully—
that his own Director of the Budget has
already sent a message to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry which ne-
gates a part of the purpose and objective
of the President’s message; it repudiates
the message and cancels it out for all
practical purposes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY, 1 yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. While we are talk-
ing about the small farmers, the Sena-
tor from Minnesota may recall that a
year or more ago there was considerable
discussion about the desirability of a
great many of the small farmers leav-
ing the farms. Does the Senator from
Minnesota remember some of the com-
ments of the administration which en-
couraged people to start moving from
the farms?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remember the
speech of Assistant Secretary of Agri-
culture Butz. I believe that speech was
made in Washington, D. C. At least a
speech like that was made by him in
Washington. He said that farming to-
day is big business,

Mr. SPARKMAN. I happen to have
that quotation before me.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator
from Alabama to inform me and the
Senate and the ReEcorp and the minori-
ty leader what the Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture had to say.

Mr. SPARKMAN. This is a quotation
from the Record Stockmen, of Denver,
Colo., of March 10, 1955. That was not
so long ago.

“Adapt or die, resist and perish,” declared
Earl Butz, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
in Denver in November as he spoke to the
National Farm and Ranch Congress on New
Frontiers for the West.

“Agriculture is now big business. Too
many people are trying to stay in agricul-
ture that would do better some place else,

Farming takes capital and managerial ca-
pacity,” he added.

Does the Senator from Minnesota sub-
scribe to the philosophy that it is de-
sirable to have agriculture limited to the
big business field?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely do not.
One of the great prides and joys of
America is the small family farm. One
of the basic problems in the world, I may
say to the Senator from Alabama, is the
large collective farm and the corporate
farm. The difference between American
agriculture and Soviet agriculture today
is the difference between individual fam-
ily farm ownership and state collective
ownership. Whether it be state collec-
tive ownership or corporate ownership,
the undertaking still gets too big. It
loses its personality. It loses its identity
with people.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. In other words, if
we compare farming with industry, we
narrow the base considerably. Is that
not correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not well to
recognize the principle that strength—
political strength and strength of every
other kind—is buttressed by having as
broad a base as possible; and is that not
what we get when we hold onto the small
family-sized farm?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab-
solutely right. I point out to the Senator
again, and for the purpose of the record,
that the challenge which was laid down
before us by the studies which have been
made on agricultural income, namely,
that agricultural family income is drop-
ping, that agricultural farm mortgages
are increasing, and that the low-income
group is beginning to get larger, calls for
positive and effective and immediate ac-
tion, if we are to preserve the kind of
economic system which so many com-
mentators talk about, write about, and
obviously think about, namely, the free
enterprise and private ownership system.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will
vield once more, I shall not impose upon
him further. The Senator has made
some reference in the course of his re-
marks to the fact that one part of the
administration does not know what the
other part is doing.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I wonder whether
the Senator feels that perhaps some
times Secretary Benson does not realize
what Secretary Benson is doing or say-
ing. I wonder whether the Senator from
Minnesota is familiar with the speech
Secretary Benson made on November 19,
1953, in which he said:

Farm income and buying power has de-
clined (because of) the repeated wurgings
of our predecessors for all-out production.
Year after year, farmers were urged, coaxed,
begged, and almost threatened to step up
production of feed grains, cotton, meat, and
dairy products. The resulting flood of wheat,
cotton, corn, and beef now bulges our bins
and markets,

In other words, he was speaking
against abundance.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder whether
the Senator from Minnesota knows that
on the very next day, November 20, 1953,
Secretary Benson said in a speech:

Naturally, then, some people are inclined
to look upon such surpluses as a terrible
calamity. But I cannot agree. Abundance

is one of the greatest blessings in this choice
land.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the
Senator that there are some advantages
in that kind of talk. For those who are
against abundance Mr. Benson has a
speech, and for those who are in favor
of abundance he has a different speech.
But does the President know about either
speech?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish I could an-
swer the distinguished Senator’'s ques-
tion on that point. I do not know. I
have noticed the comments of Mr. Mer-
riman Smith, who has been writing all
sorts of articles to the effect that the
President did not have much time to de-
vote to newspapers and magazines. So
it may be that the President did not
have an opportunity to read the speeches
which Mr. Benson made. Undoubtedly
he was not briefed, and probably he was
not briefed on the idea of the 6624-per-
cent rise in the interest rate for margi-
nal farmers of the kind he talked about
yesterday.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the
Senator that the President wants the
marginal farmers saved, but he wants
them saved at good, solid interest-rate
levels. He does not want to save them
with lower, cheaper interest rates. Let
us get them up to good banking stand-
ards, according to the traditional Re-
publican idea of how to save someone.
Just raise the interest rate. Whenever
we see a rise in the interest rate, a rise
in the stock market, and a reduction of
farm income, we do not need to ask what
party is in power. It is the Republican
Party. It never fails.

Mr. SPARKMAN., Is it not also true
that we do not need to ask which party
will be in power the next time the voters
have a chance to speak?

Mr. HUMPHREY. They are going to
have a chance. We will set the record
straight so that they can view both sides
of the issue.

In this instance the administration
has covered several sides of the same
issue in each pronouncement.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the philosophy
advanced by the present administration
goes into effect with reference to the
small farmers leaving the farms, and too
many people trying to farm, where is the
farmer going; and what is he going to
do when he and his family get there?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course, he can
become a Republican precinct worker on
election day——

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am talking about
his making a living,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course, if the
Senator wants the Republican leader-
ship to think about that, we must get an-
other message here. What I think
should be stated is that if farmers con-
tinue to leave the farm, there is only one
place for them to go, and that is to the
cities. If they go to the cities, they
either have to find industrial employ-
ment or become public charges. Surely
we do not want the latter to happen.
The possibilities of rising industrial em-
ployment, in the form of new jobs in
terms of our increase in population, be-
comes ever more difficult.

- So it seems to me, Mr. President, that
the sensible position for any administra-
tion to take would be to try to preserve
the stability of American agriculture and
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to broaden the home-ownership and
land-ownership base in this country by
supporting a program that makes it pos-
sible for a farm family to make a living
off the land.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I agree with the
Senator completely. I am sure we are
both in agreement that our criticism of
the President’s program has not been
based on the fact that he has proposed
something, but on the fact that it is en-
tirely too little, and also reminding him
that it comes rather late.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr. President, I now wish to turn to
another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has the floor.

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
there has been a great deal of talk in
recent days on a subject which is close
to the hearts of all of us, namely, Ameri-
can foreign policy. I wish to spend a
few moments to make one or two obser-
vations on what I think is happening. I
have read the comments of the distin-
guished minority leader and other Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle. I do not
seek an argument. 1 should like to state
my observations. I lay no claim to hav-
ing a grasp of the truth. I seek only
the truth, and whatever I say I hope all
will accept in the spirit of its being noth-
ing more nor less than the expression
of one Senator.

None of us has as much information at
his fingertips as have those who are re-
sponsible for foreign policy in the execu-
tive branch of the Government. But the
Constitution places a responsibility upon
the Senate to advise and consent as to
matters which relate to treaties, the ap-
pointment of ambassadors and minis-
ters plenipotentiary, and other questions
relating to the area of defense, foreign
policy, and security. It is within that
field that I direct my remarks.

Mr. President, some of us have warned
time after time on the floor of the Sen-
ate that Communist strategy changes
from time to time, but its objectives re-
main the same. I can recall 2 years
ago standing right here at this desk and
pointing out to my colleagues in the Sen-
ate the importance of the meeting in
Moscow in September and October 1952,
of all the Communist nations and their
representatives in the 19th Communist
Party Congress. I pointed out then, as
did others, that the Soviet Union laid
down as its objective dividing the United
States from its allies, primarily Great
Braitain; pursuing a relentless economic
war against the United States and its al-
lies; seeking new markets; and empha-
sizing the Communist strategy of infil-
tration, subversion, and coercion.

I think I said that day, Mr. President,
that the Communists had abandoned the
policy of violence and force momentarily
and had embraced a policy of a politi-
cal offensive based upon negotiations,
alleged peaceful pursuits, diplomacy, and
economic activity. This has come to be.
We have seen it in our time.

One of the regrettable aspects of our
work in the Senate is that we have no
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committee or subcommittee in the Sen-
ate of the United States which concen-
trates upon the study of Communist
strategy and tactics. We receive a little
bit of information here and a little bit
there, a little bit from the State Depart-
ment, a little bit from the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, a little more from the
press, and from visits with informed per-
sons. But no concentrated, coordinated
research study of Communist tactics and
strategy is made, so that in every in-
stance we are more or less planning,
thinking, and speaking from inadequate
evidence and inadequate information.

I am confident that the executive
branch, through the Central Intelligence
Agency, through the National Security
Council, through the State Department,
through the Department of Defense, and
the intelligence services of the Armed
Forces, receives a vast amount of infor-
mation. But the information is impor-
tant only if it is properly evaluated, and
from that evaluation proper conclusions
are drawn as a basis for effective policy.

What is the situation as we see it?
Ten years ago this week our Government
was participating in negotiations in San
Francisco for the establishment of the
United Nations organization.

Think of what has happened in the 10
years since 1945. Think of the world
as it was in 1945. World War II was still
raging in Europe and in the Pacific.
Our forces were fighting their way back
from the Philippines—back to victory.
Hitler's armies were still strong in Eu-
rope.

Since that time we have been a victor
in Europe and in the Pacific. Our forces
have occupied Germany and Japan.
Both of those nations now have had their
sovereignty returned, and both have
treaties of friendship. Both nations
have been generously treated by the
Government and the people of the
United States. Never in history has a
conqueror treated the conguered so
kindly and so generously as the United
States of America has treated those who
were its former enemies.

We have come through a decade in
which it was necessary for us to feed the
poor and heal the sick; in which we have
had to help those who were impoverished
and unfortunate. This was done
through UNRRA and interim aid, and
then through the Marshall plan, work-
ing in cooperation with the nations of
Western Europe.

We have witnessed an amazing re-
covery, Ten years ago Europe was in
ashes. Today its production is, on the
average, more than 50 percent greater
than it was in the best year before
World War II.

We have consummated the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, and have
sent American troops to Europe. I re-
member the historic decisions which
were taken in Congress. I recall par-
ticipating in the debates and casting
my votes for the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, for troops to Europe, for
military assistance, and then for mutual
security.

How well T remember President Tru-
man’s proposal known as point 4, the
technical and scientific assistance pro-
gram for the underprivileged peoples
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and the underdeveloped areas. It wasa
great and magnificent idea. It has had
a great impact, despite the limitations
which have been imposed on the pro-
gram.

We had to fight a war in Korea. Not
very many people were happy about that
situation. But the objectives and the
purpose of that struggle were fulfilled.
We stopped Communist aggression. We
stopped, at least momentarily, the Com-
munist time table for moving into South-
east Asia. We unified the nations of the
Western World. The Soviet Union never
made a greater mistake in its history
than when it had its satellite, North
Korea, attack the Republic of South
Korea. It was that attack which alerted
the Americans, the British, the French—
yes, everyone—to the military menace of
the Soviet Union and its satellites. It
was that attack which proved beyond a
shadow of doubt that the Communist
Party is an international conspiracy,
dedicated to the overthrow of free men
and their institutions.

I said late in 1952 and early in 1953
that I was convinced there would be a
truce in Korea, because the Soviet Union
realized that the Korean war was not
paying dividends for the Communist
world.

I have said on the floor, time after
time, that the central problem in Eu-
rope to which the Soviet Union was di-
recting its attention was Germany. I
repeat that here today.

I have said time after time in the Sen-
ate that the central area of concern for
the United States of America in Asia was
not Formosa, but that it should be
Southeast Asia—India, Burma, Thailand,
Ceylon, Indochina, and Indonesia. I
repeat that assertion and statement to-
day. That is the area which is vital to
our national security.

Germany is vital to the security of
Western Europe.

Mr. President, I think it is crystal clear
that at this very hour the Soviet Union
is seeking by diplomacy and by all other
means at its command to neutralize Ger-
many, so that German manpower will
not be integrated into the Western De-
fense System under the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. Why do I say
that? Because within recent weeks,
again, the Soviet Union and Red China
have seized the initiative.

I do not wish to be partisan about the
matter, but I want to say that although
I have heard much about our seizing the
initiative, we have not seized it. We
have not even seen it. We have, rather,
lost it. 7

Mr. Molotov, in his message to the
Chancellor of Austria, inviting Chancel-
lor Raab to go to Moscow and negotiate
an Austrian treaty, seized the initiative
in Western Europe. The United States
of America, France, and Great Britain
are now preparing to negotiate a treaty
to return to Austria her independence
and to make her neutral.

The Soviet Union in many ways was
reasonably generous in her terms. Why
negotiate such a treaty now? Because
once the Paris Accord had been ratified
by the German Bundestag, the French
Chamber of Deputies, the British House
of Commons, and the United States Sen-
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ate, restoring sovereignty to the Federal
Republic of Germany and bringing West
Germany into the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, the next step, the crucial
step, will be the rearmament of West
Germany, so that German manpower,
German divisions, can share in the de-
fense of Western Europe.

This is what the Soviet Union will
attempt to stop. This is their prime
objective in Europe. Therefore, they are
using the device of negotiating a treaty
with Austria.

I have great sympathy for the Aus-
trians. Our Government, of course, is
bound and committed to negotiate a
treaty with Austria. We have long pur-
sued a policy of independence for Aus-
tria. We must now join in the nego-
tiations and support the treaty. But I
think we should know that what the
Soviet Union and Mr. Molotov did was
to set a trap, or at least to bait a hook,
for the West Germans, because every-
one in West Germany who is in public
life, and even those in private life, thinks
of one thing first—the reunification of
West Germany and East Germany. This
is a passion with the German people,
and it is understandable why it should
be. It is the promise of every political
leader in every political party, without
exception, including Chancellor Aden-
auer.

It is dangerous to make predictions,
but I shall take the risk and predict that
before too long, once the treaty with
Austria has been consummated and Aus-
trian independence has been restored,
and Austria has declared her neutrality,
as she must do under the treaty by her
commitment to the Soviet Union, the
Soviet Union will then proceed to try to
negotiate with West Germany and East
Germany for the reunification of Ger-
ma;-;y. and to have Germany be a neu-
tral.

This would be a blow to the foreign
policy of the United States and to the
safety and security of the free world,
because our plans in the Western Euro-
pean area have been built around the
proposition and the hope that West Ger-
man manpower would be integrated
with the North Atlantic Treaty Organ-
ization.

There are neutralist parties in Ger-
many. In the recent elections in Ger-
many some of those parties gained
strength over Chancellor Adenauer, who
has been devoted to the efforts of the
West and to the rearmament of West
Germany and its participation in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

So I simply wish to say in a spirit of
friendship that I hope the Secretary of
State of the United States will be in the
closest consultation with our allies in
Western Europe, and in particular with
the leaders of the West German Fed-
eral Republic, to see to it that the aim
and objective of the Soviet Union foreign
policy is not realized. I should like to
say to the Secretary that he can expect,
as the newspaper headlines now pro-
claim day after day, that the Soviet
Union will press for negotiation, and
negotiation at a high level conference;
and we must be prepared to participate.
I am not one to say that we should not
engage in such negotiations, I am
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merely one who says that when we en-
gage in them, we should know why we
are there, what we are going to do, what
we are not going to do, and what we have
for our objective.

As the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, the very able chairman of the
committee on Foreign Relations [Mr.
Georcel, has said, the United States of
America must be willing to negotiate at
any time with any nation about any
problem. I think the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia has done a great serv-
ice to his country by speaking out so
ably and boldly on these many critical
and difficult subjects. I praise him,
commend him, and thank him as a
fellow citizen and as a colleague.

I also say, Mr. President, that in the
months to come we can expect the Soviet
to coo like a dove. She will have on her
Sunday manners, if she believes in Sun-
day. This has been inherent in every-
thing that has been happening.

Mr. President, I have in my hand a
copy of an address which I gave before
the Commonwealth Club of San Fran-
cisco, Calif., on February 24, and I should
like to read something that I said on that
occasion which I regard as somewhat
pertinent at this time:

There are apparently some who feel that
the appointment of Marshal Zuhkov as
Minister of Defense presents the oppor-
tuniy for negotiation and easing of the ten-
sions between the United States and the
Soviet. This soothing hope is undoubtedly
based upon the acquaintance of President
Eisenhower with Marshal Zhukov during
World War II. For American policy to be
based upon this wishful hope would be a
serious error, Marshal Zhukov as Minister
of Defense is under the immediate control
and direction of Khrushchev and the heir-
archy of the Communist Party. He will
be held strictly accountable and responsible
for the fullest cooperation and participation
by the Red army in fulfilling the policy and
strategy of the Communist Party. Zhukov
is undoubtedly a popular hero in Russia, but
with Marshal Bulganin as premier, Zhukov
will be taking and carrying out orders. If
he fails to do so, he will suffer the fate of
other Soviet leaders. By the mere fact of
his professed respect for President Eisen-
hower, he is all the more suspect. How
easy it would be if Zhukov should get out of
line to readily prove, Communist Bolshe-
vist style, that Zhukov was a traltor, pup-
pet of the West.

That is commonly known as liquida-
tion.

Continuing with the speech I made:

There is a good reason to believe that
Zhukov will be used on the international
propaganda front, first, to arouse fears in
Europe of German rearmament, and, sec-
ondly, to arouse hopes in America of peace-
ful coexistence, thereby helping to bring
complacency to our shores.

Mr. President, it has happened. Mr.
Zhukov is remembered as the great hero
of the Red armies of World War II; and
a great general he is and was. I want
the record clear, as far as the Senate
is concerned, despite Mr. Zhukov's per-
sonal desire, if he has it, and let us as-
sume for the moment he does have it, of
friendly, agreeable relationships because
of his admiration and respect for his
wartime compatriot in the Armed Forces
command, General Eisenhower—despite
that desire, let no American be deluded
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into believing that Zhukov can like some-
body and do something about it and at
the same time violate the rules, disci-
pline, and policies of the Communist
Party, and still live. It is impossible.
So it is apparent that the Soviet wants,
for a period of time, in Western Europe,
relaxation of the tension. This we
want, too. It would seem, on the face
of it, we both should be very content.

Why does the Soviet Union want re-
laxation of tension in Europe? Because
if the Soviet acts too belligerently, if
there is too much trouble, then Western
Germany will rearm. The Germans will
become fearful again of Soviet power
_ and will rearm. But if it can look peace-
ful, if it can look as if Zhukov, Bulganin,
Voroshilov, Khrushchev, and the others
are taking things easier, and are being
more cooperative, then indeed the neu-
tralist spirit in Europe will rise, particu-
larly in Western Germany. The day
that Germany is reunited and declares
her neutrality, the Soviet Union will be-
come helligerent.

Russia turns off the faucet one day,
and on the next day. She is sweetness
and light one month, then a vicious
dragon the next. We should not be de-
luded by Communist strategy. We know
its objective.

I have said I am confident that the
Soviet will recommend negotiations and
seem to be prepared to negotiate. Those
negotiations may lead to the relaxation
of tension. They may lead to the re-
duction of armaments. That is a possi-
bility, and I do not think too remote a
possibility, Then we shall have a cer-
tain number of years of what may be
called cessation of hostilities, or “peace.”
I prefer to call it time.

The question about time is what we do
with it. Time is meaningless and value-
less unless it is used. The importance
of time is, Who will use it, and for what
purpose?

Supposing that negotiations with the
Soviet were reasonably successful; sup-
posing we could reduce some of our ar-
maments and expenditures for defense;
I wonder if we here in the Congress
would be willing to dedicate the same
amount of resources, money, and dedi-
cation to the pursuits of peace as we
have to the pursuits of defense. In
other words, I wonder if we would be
willing to utilize the same amount of
actual expenditures we have devoted to
military uses to economic, social, and
political betterment?

I remember well what Senator Mc-
Mahon said in one of his last speeches:
If we could have disarmament, if we
could have reduction of arms, what great
good would come if we could devote a
portion of that effort to cultural, social,
and health improvement throughout the
world.

I wonder if we are prepared, morally,
politically, and in every way to follow
through on that kind of a commitment?
Because, make no mistake, the Soviet
Union has an oriental attitude about
time. The people in power think if they
can keep on putting enough pressure,
using propaganda, using their economic
power, using infiltrators and agents, in
due time they will pick off one couniry
after another without war.
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I want to meet that challenge. I am
one who does not want war, either. I
think a defense based on nuclear or
atomic weapons is just planned suicide.
I know certain persons will say we have
more weapons than Russia has and that
gives us temporary superiority. Yes, it
does; but I do not know who would be
around to calculate who was superior
after a war. I am confident we could
survive such a war but no nation will
win it. Can anyone tell me that any
war promoted liberty, independence,
equality, and the kind of society we
want?

After World War I, democracy was not
stronger; it was weaker. After World
War II, communism reached out and
took in hundreds of millions of people.
If world war III should ocecur, there
would not be a world which could engage
in parliamentary discussion of its prob-
lems; it would be a world of dictatorial
authority and communism or some other
ism which would undoubtedly have been
strengthened.

Therefore our policy must be dedi-
cated to peace. It must be a policy
which is based on strength and knowing
what we want, and there must be a con-
sistency of policy. Let us not talk about
hydrogen bombs. We are scaring away
our friends by that kind of talk. But
there should be more talk and more em-
phasis upon our real resources and the
real strength of our country, namely,
our faith; our economics; our political
system; our land system; our programs
of health, education, and welfare: and
our love and understanding of people.
We should also have a cunning under-
standing of the tactics and strategy of
the enemy.

Mr. President, now let me move to a
discussion of the Far East. Some per-
sons have been disturbed because our
President—and, Mr. President, he is my
President, too, even though I did not
vote for him; he is the President of all
Americans, and particularly as regards
the vital areas of security and defense—
the President has said he is prepared to
negotiate with Chou En-lai, Again I
say that Americans must be prepared
to negotiate any time, any place, with
anyone who wishes to negotiate; and I
think it is an expression of weakness
on the part of any citizen of the United
States to say that we will “be taken,”
that we will lose out. That means that
we could lose out and could be fooled
and could “be taken” if we are not pre-
pared to go to such a negotiation with a
strong program and a strong policy and
if we do not know what we want. We
have had one example of that situation.
We went to Geneva, last year. The Ge-
neva Conference will go down as one
of the greatest and most colossal diplo-
matic failures in American history, and
I think it is one which will haunt us
for years to come. Our representatives
went there. The United States invited
the Red Chinese to send representatives
to Geneva. After our representatives
went to the conference, the Secretary
of State decided—because of a little po-
litical heat, back home—that he should
come home; and he decided to leave his
assistants in charge at Geneva. Mr.
President, one does not win foothall
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games by having the captain go home,
particuarly when the team is playing
Notre Dame or the University of Minne-
sota; and one does not win diplomatic
conferences, when Mr. Molotov and his
kind are there, and when there is present
Chou En-lai, an able and astute man, as
opposition.

Mr. President, I say that once our
country had invited the Red Chinese to
come to Geneva, our best representa-
tives should have been there, to see that
the Red Chinese did not run off with half
the world. They ran off with half of
Indochina. Mr. President, I am of the
opinion—and I express only my own per-
sonal opinion in this matter; I have no
particular insight into it; I speak only
from what I have seen and from what
I have read—in my opinion, Chou En-lai,
the Red Chinese Foreign Minister and
Premier, wants to negotiate because he,
too, would like to have a little time—
time in which to see whether Southeast
Asia may simply fall into his lap. I say
that because we Americans have whipped
ourselves into a frenzy of thinking that
the whole world rises and falls on For-
mosa. Formosa has been the central
point of American thinking and discus-
sion for 4 months. Formosa has 9 mil-
lion people. Formosa cannot be de-
fended without American defense.

Mr. President, do not misunderstand
me; I, too, wish to defend Formosa. But
I do not think everything we do must be
predicated upon the Island of Formosa.
I think we should take Formosa in our
stride, and then should proceed with the
real business at hand.

Formosa is but a part of the landscape
of the world; it is not all the world.
Chiang Kai-shek is not the embodiment
of all the political leadership in the
world—important as he is, and valuable
as he is, and ally that he is. I do not
say this by way of deprecating either the
Formosa area or its leadership. I mere-
ly wish to have us put Formosa in proper
perspective,

I repeat now what I have said before,
in many places in the country, namely,
that if tomorrow morning the Soviet
Union could choose between Burma and
Formosa, the Soviet Union would give
many Formosas for one Burma; and if
tomorrow the Soviet Union could choose
between Japan and Formosa, the Soviet
Union would give many Formosas for
Japan. Mr. President, Japan is vitally
important in the Far East. What is go-
ing to happen to Japan? What is our
State Department doing about the rising
tide of anti-American feeling in Japan?
What are our policies toward that na-
tion? During the last 6 months, I have
not heard an intelligent presentation of
American policy and opinion on Japan.
Yet there are 80 million people in Japan,
and Japan has the largest industrial-
enterprise system in all of Asia, and the
fourth largest in the world. Yet we have
fixed our minds and our attention en-
tirely upon Formosa. I wish to put For-
mosa in its proper perspective. For-
mosa is part of the problem, but not all
of it.

Mr. President, at the end of 1952, our
relationships with India were good.
Chester Bowles was our Ambassador to
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India. He had made, as the expression
is, “a hit.” We were then in closer co-
operation with India than we have been
either before or since. But since 1952,
and to this very hour, our relationships
with India have steadily deteriorated,
until today India, a nation of over 350
million people, finds itself on many an
issue on the opposite side of the table
from the United States of America.

This situation should be of great con-
cern to all of us—and of deep diplomatic
and political concern, much more con-
cern than the Matsus and Quemoy, a
couple of warts in the Pacific, in terms of
area. Mr. President, just think of Que-
moy and the Matsus, as compared to
India. Just think of Quemoy and the
Matsus, as compared to Burma, or as
compared to Japan.

Mr. President, anyone who would
focus his attention on Quemoy and the
Matsus, at the expense of these other
areas, is one whose sense of judgment is
misleading him.

Our relationships with Quemoy and
the Matsus are apparently good; but for
9 solid months the United States of
America did not even have an Ambas-
sador in Burma, a country with 1,200
miles of common frontier with Red
China. Burma is a surplus-rice-pro-
ducing area, whereas it is not even pos-
sible to produce rutabagas on Quemoy
and the Matsus. Burma has 18 million
people. Burma has rich mineral re-
sources. Burma was our ally in World
War II. But the Prime Minister of
Burma has told prominent Americans
who recently have seen him that during
a period of almost a year he did not see
any important Americans. Every other
weekend, and sometimes even twice a
week, some representative of the United
States runs from Washington to Taipei.
But how many Americans have been
going to see Prime Minister U Nu, of
Burma? How many representatives of
the United States have taken the time
to go see what is occurring in India?
How much time have our representatives
spent in India, as compared to the
amount of time our representatives have
spent in other areas of the world?

Mr. President, to refer once more to
the matter of negotiation, it is my feeling
that we should negotiate, and that we
will negotiate, with Red China. How-
ever, I hope that we shall recognize that
before we negotiate with the Red Chi-
nese, we should have a clear understand-
ing with our friends in the Southeast
Asia area. We should talk over all of
this matter with them, and should ob-
tain their point of view, and should let
them be a part, at least indirectly, in
these negotiations. Let us not arrange
to have only two big powers go there and
decide what they will do, despite the
wishes of anyone else. I hope our Gov-
ernment will keep all our allies, including
the Nationalist Government of China,
on Formosa, continuously informed as
to anything we may be doing. This is
not to say that they should have a veto
power, because I do not think they should
have. I do not think the Nationalist
Government of China should have a veto
power. After all, we have pledged our
resources; and I.want the American
people to know that by means of the
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Formosa resolution and the treaty with
the Nationalist Republic of China, we
have pledged the rights and the fortunes
and the honor of every living American,
as well as those yet unborn.

This was not some little scrap of paper,
some little treaty that did not mean
anything. It was the pledge of American
lives, fortunes, and honor. That ought
to be enough to bolster anybody’s morale.
When I hear that Chiang Kai-shek is
going to suffer a drop in morale if he
must get off Quemoy and Matsu, I am
inclined to think he does not think very
much of the 160 million Americans who
have pledged everything they have to
his defense. If an ally needs that much
pumping up, I am not sure that he is a
good ally. I do not think he will need
that much. I think he realizes the sup-
port he has—and he has that support.
I want the record to be clear on that
point. I think he has been treated a
little unfairly and unkindly. I can un-
derstand how Chiang EKai-shek must
feel. This administration encouraged
him to fortify the Tachens, and then
came along and said “Get out.” We
sent in our demolition crews to blow up
the fortifications to the mnorth of
Formosa.

This administration “unleashed” Chi-
ang Kai-shek, according to the Presi-
dent’'s message, in 1953, and undoubt-
edly encouraged him to fortify the
Matsus and Quemoy. I predict that
the administration will abandon those
islands.

No wonder Chiang Kai-shek feels bad.
But he should have known that a good
deal of the talk of the administration
was for local political purposes, at home.
There has been far too much of it.
Such an effort has been made by the
President to appease and make peace
with certain elements of the Republican
Party that he has had little or no time
to make adjustments looking to peace
in the world.

Sometimes I think the President
should make up his mind as to where
he wants peace. I think he can much
better tolerate a little fight in the Sen-
ate than out in the Formosa Strait. It
is less costly to the American people.
Sometimes our squabbles and battles
here are not too encouraging to the
American people, but I am sure every
mother and father realizes that there
are fewer casualties when we battle here
than when we battle cut in the Strait
of Formosa.

Mr. President, I say that we are going
to be negotiating with Chou En-lai,
and I hope that when we do so we will
recognize that it is only a part of the
package which we must carry and de-
liver. I hope that now we realize that
things are in a bad state of affairs to-
night in Indochina. I ask on the floor
of the Senate tonight, What is this Gov-
ernment’s policy toward Indochina, to-
ward South Vietnam? What is its pol-
icy toward Premier Diem? The Premier
does not know, and neither do I; and I
doubt whether anyone else does. We
cannot have a policy which flip-flops
from one side of the street to the other
and expect anything but trouble.

What is this Government’s policy to-
ward Indonesia, with its 88 million peo-
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ple? If is 1 of the 4 or 5 largest na-
tions in the world in terms of popula-
tion, and one of the potentially richest
nations in the world. Today in Indo-
nesia there is a coalition government,
with Communists in the government.

I want to know why we do not hear
more before our committees from the
Secretary of State and other top officials
about Indonesia. I want to know why
we are not being informed. I want to
know what our policy is toward these
areas. What are we doing there? How
much technical assistance are we offer-
ing? How much economic assistance are
we rendering? What kind of informa-
tion program have we there? What are
we doing about the Indonesian labor
movement? Two years ago I advised the
Senate that the Communist Party was
taking over the Indonesian labor move-
ment, and I called upon the Government
to strengthen our labor attachés, to give
more emphasis to the labor movement, to
strengthen our exchange program, to
bring young Indonesian leaders to Amer-
ica to train them in democracy, and in
the experiences of freedom. We have
not done that, Mr. President.

What is our policy toward Burma? I
do not refer merely to our military pol-
icy. I know that America feels strongly
committed to the military defense of
these areas; but it is highly likely that
there will be no military action. Those
countries can fall into the orbit of the
Communist world one by one.

I say on the floor of the Senate that
2 years ago those countries were in a
much better position. Two years ago
Indonesia was a considerably stronger
country, and more friendly to the United
States. What about Burma, India, and
Indochina? I charge here on the floor
of the Senate that this administration’'s
foreign policy in Southeast Asia has been
a dismal failure.

I further charge that too little atten-
tion has been given to it. I further
charge that we have had a sort of fixa-
tion upon limited objectives, the most re-
cent of which has been Formosa and
Quemoy and Matsu.

I further charge that we have nct
really developed a policy in our relation-
ships with an independent Japan, and
I say that those countries are fast slip-
ping away from any friendly contect and
friendly association with the United
States. I say that the situation has be-
come worse each month during the past
2 years.

What should we do about it, once hav-
ing made these charges? First, as im-
portant as it is to balance the budget,
and as important as it is in the minds
of some people to reduce the budget, I
suggest that the United States look to
the areas of the world which may be lost
forever, and see whether or not we can
find it within our resources and means
to be of some help, even if it costs some-
thing.

Let us take a look at our adversaries,
the Communists. How do we compare
with them? First, in the matter of capi-
tal, what this world cries for today in
every one of the countries I have men-
tioned is capital, gold, money, currency.
The United States has almost a monop-
oly on the capital of the world. We are
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the richest nation on the face of the
globe.

What are we going to do with this
capital? If the rest of the world be-
comes a Communist satellite area, our
gold standard will not be worth any-
thing. We had better begin to use our
gold resources. We had better make up
our minds that we are playing for keeps.

So we have the capital. The dictator-
ship of the proletariat does not have
capital. I hope that my free-enterprise
business friends will admit that we have
a better economic system, a more pro-
ductive and better balanced system; yet
how many times have I heard prominent
exponents of free enterprise in Ameri-
can capitalism say, “If this cold war
continues much longer we shall go bank-
rupt.”

That is about the finest way I know of
to admit to the Soviets that they are bet-
ter than we are, because, after all, the
cold war affects them, too. If we are
going to throw in the towel halfway
through the fight, they will win by de-
fault.

We lead in the field of capital. Capi-
tal is more important in the world today
than all the hydrogen bombs we can
stockpile from now until kingdom come.
Capital will build. Hydrogen bombs will
destroy. Hydrogen bombs are, at best,
a supplemental weapon. We have capi-
tal. Let us use it. How shall we use it?
We do not need to give it away. Many
of these countries want long-term loans
at low rates of interest. Why do we not
apply the REA principle of 25- and 30-
year loans at 2 percent interest?

Why do we not realize that not all the
private investment capital will go to
those countries we would like to have go
there. That is because many of the
countries are too unstable, and therefore
Government capital will have to be
loaned to them. Many of those nations,
like India, are not asking for grants;
they are asking for loans.

How many Americans know that last
summer and fall Indian representatives
were in the city of Washington trying
to negotiate a loan and to plan a pro-
gram for building a steel plant in India
with a capacity of 1 million tons.

Those representatives did not get any-
where in Washington. I do not know
why that was so. I have never had any
explanation for it. I do know that their
proposal was rejected, or at least it was
never accepted.

Those same representatives went back
to New Delhi. The Soviet Ambassador
contacted them. Today the Indian Gov-
ernment and the Soviet Union have
come to a tentative agreement to build
a million-ton-capacity steel plant in
India, with Soviet technicians doing it,
and with Soviet technicians training 300
Indian technicians in Russia to run the
plant.

Do Senators know what I believe our
Government should have done? Our
Government should have done as it does
with young men when they are called in
the draft. The Government should have
gone to one of our big steel companies
and said, “Greetings. Try this on for
size. We are going to make you a new
kind of GI. You are going to go to
India, and you will build a steel plant
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over there. You will build one of the
finest American steel plants in the world,
and you will build it in record-breaking
time. In addition, you will train young
Indian men to run it. We will show
what American capitalism and free en-
terprise and ingenuity can do. Oh, you
will get paid for it. Of course, you will
not get as much as you would get for
selling steel today at high prices, but
you will get paid to do it.”

Instead, I suppose the Indians did not
want to pay as much interest as this
administration wants to charge. Mr.
President, interest rates are becoming
the curse of this administration. Any-
way, we did not do it.

Today for the first time the Soviet
Union has many technicians in India.
Today for the first time in Pakistan the
Soviet Union has dozens and perhaps
hundreds of technicians. Today the
Soviet Union has technical assistance
programs in effect in six Asian nations.
Today the Soviet Union is stepping up
its exchange program, and is taking
thousands of students into Russia every
year.

Apparently they are rich, and we are
so poor that we cannot afford it. Mr.
President, apparently they are peasants;
they do not take month-long vacations
on Miami Beach and at other places, as
we do. They do not have the resources
we have. Nevertheless, what they do
have, they use.

We persist in cutting our exchange
program. We persist in higgling and
arguing over interest rates. We persist
in putting up obstacles. In the mean-
time we lose golden opportunities.

At the present time we are far ahead
of the Soviet Union and any of its satel-
lites in the field of science and tech-
nology. Let us use more of our knowl-
edge.

I say that the technical-assistance pro-
gram is one of the real secret weapons in
our possession. Yet we have persisted
in trimming the program instead of ex-
panding it.

I wish to say that much of it ought
to be done through the United Nations.
We are not very popular in some parts
of the world. I am a domestic Amer-
ican politician. When I cannot appeal
successfully to someone directly when I
am running for office, I do not mind
having someone else do it for me.

We need people in the State Depart-
ment who know how to make friends and
persuade and convince people. Certain-
ly, we ought to have sense enough to
know about it in the Senate, because al-
though we can excuse people in the State
Department, it is inexcusable for us not
to know about it.

The United Nations technical-assist-
ance program is an effective program.
America should contribute much more
to the program and should seek to have
the program expanded. We should al-
ways try to put the Soviet Union on the
spot in that connection. We should lead
instead of always pulling back., It is only
through programs such as that, in which
we train farmers and put people on
farmland and train young men and
women how to run a government that
we will ever have any hope of success in
the areas we are talking about. Other-
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wise, Chou En-lai will not only get what
the Senator from California [Mr. KNow-
LAND] is worried about, namely, Quemoy
and the Matsus, but Chou En-lai will
also get Burma and Indochina and Indo-
nesia. Indonesia is so close to him now
that it is practically within his reach
and he may be able to take it at any time
he wants to do so. It may even be—and
I pray to God it may never happen—
that he may even get India, with her vast
resources and manpower and natural re-
sources and timber and minerals and
water and land, or at least that it will
fall within the economic and political
orbits of communism.

If that happens, we will really be sing-
ing God Bless America, and we will be
singing it for every minute of our lives,
because we will be in serious trouble.

Therefore, Mr. President, I say that we
should go on the offensive and use our
capital. I am not asking that we give it
away. I say we must take calculated
risks in using it and in lending it. That
means international development. It
means working with the Colombo na-
tions. It means a closer integration with
our British allies and with the British
Commonwealth nations. It means try-
ing to do in that part of the world what
once was done in Western Europe;
namely, we must ask them to come for-
ward with their own plans, and we must
try to help them. We should have done
that with respect to the Bandung Con-
ference.

Mr. President, we did not even send a
representative to Bandung. Represent-
ative PoweLL went there on his own. I
wish to compliment Representative
PoweLL. He did a great job over there,
and he brought great credit to his coun-
try. He stood up for his Nation. He did
not go there with the blessing of the
State Department or the White House.

Our Government did not even send a
message of greeting to Bandung. The
Moscow radio was playing greetings all
day long. Thank God for Sir John of
Ceylon. Thank God for Mohammed Ali
of Pakistan. Thank God for Carlos
Romulo of the Philippines. I mention
only a few. We were not treated too
badly by some other representatives at
that conference. The Prime Minister of
Burma was complimentary.

Therefore, I say let us use our science
and our technology. Let us expand our
exchange program and our information
program. The Senator from Oklahoma
had in his possession comments about
the Voice of America program, and its
effectiveness. The Voice of America is
effective if we in Congress do not wreck
it. We need more of it.

I heard General Gruenther, the Su-
preme Commander in Europe, state be-
fore a committee of the Senate that the
Soviet Union was spending more money
to block our radio broadcasts, which we
beam behind the Iron Curtain, than we
spend on our whole Voice of America
program all over the world.

Just who is it that is supposed to be the
poor nation—we or the Soviet Union?
I have been led to believe that we have
a better system. I am convineced of it.
I believe we have more money in the
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bank, and I believe we have greater re-
sources, and I believe we are much better
off than the Soviet Union.

There is another need in that part of
the world, Mr. President. It is food and
fiber. The administration has been try-
ing—at least so it says—to dispose of
substantial quantities of our so-called
surplus production. It has had a bad
time with it. It has not done too well.
I am not going to be critical of it, be-
cause perhaps it has run into great diffi-
culties in that connection.

However, Mr. President, what prevents
this Nation from going to the United
Nations and saying to all the Nations as-
sembled there:

“We have 400 million bushels of wheat
over and above our needs. We have 500
million bushels of corn. We have 5 mil-
lion bales of cotton. All of that is over
and beyend our needs. We do not want
to dump these commodities on the world
market and thereby destroy normal
channels of trade.

“But what we will do is to offer them
to the United Nations and let them set
up a special commission within the
United Nations to study how these com-
modities can be used to stabilize world
markets, to alleviate human suffering,
and to provide a reasonable diet for
mankind.”

The Communists cannot do that, Mr.
President. One of the reasons why the
Soviet Union has become so apparently
tame and peaceful is because her agri-
culture has failed. It has broken down,
Is it not interesting, Mr. President? It
is a sad commentary, I may say, that
the practical problem which seems to
plague this administration is that our
farmers are too efficient, too productive;
they just do not know what to do with
this great burden of food. The problem
of the Soviet Union is that they have a
collective agricultural system which is
not functioning, and they have not
enough food for their own people or for
anyocne else.

Here is a natural asset on our side.
What are we doing about it? We are
complaining about it. We are persisting
in trying to do it alone instead of using
international agencies which could well
be used for solving the problem.

So, Mr. President, I suggest that we
set up an international food and fiber
reserve, which some of us have proposed
3 or 4 years in a row.

Mr. President, I also suggest that we
take the message of land reform to the
world; first, to the Soviet Union. I ecan
imagine how much fun we can have with
this. Here are Soviet propagandists go-
ing all over the world telling the peasants
to divide up the land, take the land away
from the big landowners, and give every-
one 5 or 10 acres. That is the Soviet
line.

We should do two things: We should
point out to the natives that that is a
good idea, and that the best place for it to
start is in the Soviet Union, because the
Soviet Union needs land reform more
than does any other country on the face
of the earth. It has the worst possible
land system. We should be literally
goading them. We should be shoving it
down their throats through the Voice of
America, through every conceivable
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means of propaganda and information,
and saying, “You really ought to see some
of our Jowa and Minnesota farms; you
ought to see some of the farms in Ne-
braska, and on the west coast and on
the east coast. We would love to have
you come over here and see those farms,
It is too bad you folks do not have farms
such as ours.”

‘We have not anything to lose in their
seeing our farms. As a matter of fact,
I am sure that if some of the Russian
farmers could see our farms they would
not want to go home, and it would not
take them long to forget all the commu-
nism that has been foisted upon them.
After all, there are only a few Commu-
nists in the Soviet Union. The first
victims of ccmmunism were the Rus-
sians. They are not all Communists;
they are only semi-Communists.

So I say, Mr. President, let us be less
fearful. We act as though we are afraid.
We are afraid that some Russians will
come here and destroy our society, or
that if Russian editors come in without
fingerprinting, something will go wrong.
Of what are we afraid? If we know
what we are after, if we know what our
assets are, if we are willing to lead and
not to follow, we have nothing to fear.

Mr. President, I conclude by saying
that the best things we have are our own
history and traditions. I have said to
many young people in America that it
was my duty as a student to read Das
Kapital by Karl Marx. I have read some
of the writings of Lenin, some of Trot-
zky's, some of Stalin's. I have read the
Communist Manifesto, and I never got
a thrill out of reading one line of it.
It did not make any goosepimples come
on this man. But I wish to say that we
can get a thrill when we read the Declar-
ation of Independence, or the Gettys-
burg Address—‘Government of the peo-
ple, by the people, and for the people.”
If that does not send a few chills up
and down our spines, we are just dead
and not yet buried.

‘What do people want more than any-
thing else in this world? They do not
want to be told, “If you do not behave,
we are going to use atom bombs on you.”
That has been the line of many petty
political leaders. They say, “We will
use precision atom bombs on you.”

That is not what people want to be
hearing. If we have the bombs, we do
not need to talk about them. The enemy
knows we have them, and so do our
friends. We should be talking about
equal rights, proclaiming our Declara-
tion of Independence, life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness, which are God-
given rights that no Communist can ever
take away from us. If we believe this—
and we should believe it, because it is our
faith—and after we announce it, we
should interpret it in terms of health and
education, programs of working with
free labor and free management, train-
ing people how to run industry, run
unions, run credit unions, teaching them
how to bring water to the dry and thirsty
land, how to reclaim the swamps, how
to reclaim the soil, and how to plant
Crops.

Mr. President, T have been told many
times that if a man is going to be
successful in anything, he should be
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what is natural for him to be—to be
himself.

We are not being ourselves when we
are afraid, and we are not being our-
selves when we ape the Communists.
We are not being ourselves when we talk
as if we are the god of war. We are the
children of peace. We have dedicated
our resources, energies, and talents since
the beginning of this Republic to the
good life, to raise the standard of living,
to improve the lot of the common folk,
to raising a new standard around which
men can rally. It is not enough to do
it at home; we have got to do it abroad.

I suggest, Mr. President, that while
we negotiate—and that is what we are
going to do, apparently—and while the
Soviets in Red China seek those negotia-
tions, we should constantly keep in mind
that what they are after is not a perma-
nent settlement of these problems, but
time. Once the time is obtained from
an easing of the tensions, time is in any
man’s hand that takes it. It does not
belong to the enemy and it dces not be-
long to us; it belongs to those who pre-
empt it and use it. It belongs to those
who preempt it and use it intelligently.

I say it is time to reevaluate our poli-
cies. It is time to reemphasize certain
aspects of our policies which have been
de-emphasized. Time is running out,
Mr. President. We can no longer per-
mit Molotov and Chou En-lai to capture
the headlines. We can no longer let
them believe they are the peacemakers.
We can no longer permit people to be-
lieve that they are the emancipators
when, in fact, they are the oppressors.
We should stand up and be what we are,
liberators, emancipators, freedom-lovers,
and, above all, the creators of things
which are good and wholesome, because
I am sure our struggle will not be won
in a short time,

It is a long pull, and I think we are
prepared for it if we but dedicate our-
selves to it.

Mr. President, I am about to move
that, under the order previously en-
tered into, the Senate stand adjourned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has the floor.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, and if no other Senator
desires to speak, I move that, under the
order previously entered, the Senate now
adjourn until 12 o’clock noon on Mon-
day next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 50 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned, the adjournment being
under the order previously entered, until
Monday, May 2, 1955, at 12 o’clock me-
ridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 28 (legislative day of April
25), 1955:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

James B. Conant, of Massachusetts, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tlary of the United States of America to the
Federal Republic of Germany.
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Ewan Clague, of Pennsylvania, to be Com-
missioner of Labor Statistics, United States
Department of Labor, for a term of 4 years.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

William C. Farmer, of Kansas, to be
United States attorney for the district of
Kansas for the term of 4 years, vice George
Templar, resigned.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of section 504 of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947 to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
me under subsection (b) of section 504, in
rank as follows:

Lt. Gen. Williston Birkhimer Palmer,
012246, Army of the United States (major
general, U. S. Army), In the rank of general.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, APRIL 28, 1955

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. S. Baxton Bryant, First Methodist
Church, Duncanville, Tex., offered the
following prayer:

O God of our Pilgrim Fathers, send
Thy spirit to be with us today. Sacred
to us all are the memories of those who
have given their lives in defense of our
country’s freedom. Make our lives fit
subjects to carry on this priceless heri-
tage. Like millions of other Americans
we pray for our Congress today. Give
to these Thy servants in government a
clear insight to Thy will for our country.
Help every Member to be faithful to the
trust that has been committed to him.
Give each Member of this House the
faith to believe that Thy will is always
best for a world, a nation, a distriet, or
an individual.

Help the people of our land to serve
Thee. Save us from making demands
upon our Representatives that are selfish
and unreasonable. Keep in the mind of
this great body that they represent not
only their own distriets, but the hope of
freedom-loving people everywhere.

We thank Thee for our Speaker and
for his long, devoted service to his
country.

We thank Thee for the wonderful ex-
ample that the Speakers of both parties
have set before the world of how two
great leaders of opposing political parties
can honor and respect one another in a
free country. Give to each of them the
wisdom so to lead their parties in giving
our country good legislation that we
may lead the world in paths of peace and
good will may live in the hearts of all
people. In Christ's name we make our
prayer. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF RENEGOIATION ACT
OF' 1951

Mr. COOPER. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. 4004) to
extend the Renegotiation Act of 1951
for 2 years. This bill was favorably re-
ported by the Committee on Ways and
Means, in response to a message from
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the President of the United States re-
questing and recommending its passage.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

Mr. MASON. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not ob-
ject, I want to call attention for the rec-
ord to the fact that my colleague, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CurTIs],
prepared a minority report, which I have
signed, expressing reasons why the two
of us opposed the bill in committee.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, in view of the
statement just made by the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois, I think I should
state that the vote in the committee on
both sides was unanimous except two
Members. Therefore, this bill comes
before the House with the overwhelming
approval of the committee. The views
of the two Members who could not ap-
prove the bill are clearly expressed in
the minority report.

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That subsection (a) of
gection 102 of the Renegotiation Act of 1951
(50 U. 8. C.,, App.. sec. 1212 (a)) is hereby
amended by striking out “December 31, 1954"
and inserting in lieu thereof “December 31,
1956."

With the following committee amend-
ment: o

Page 1, line 7, Insert the following:

“Sec. 2. (a) Subsection (d) of section 102
of the Renegotiation Act of 1951 (50 U. 8. C,,
App., sec. 1212 (d)) is hereby amended by
inserting after ‘title’ each place it appears
‘or would be subject to this title except for
the provisions of section 106."

“(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply to contracts with the de-
partments and subcontracts only to the ex-
tent of the amounts received or accrued by
a contractor or subcontractor after Decem-
ber 31, 1953.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. COOBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp on the
bill just passed, and I further ask unani-
mous consent that all Members desiring
to do so may also be permitted to extend
their remarks at this point in the REcorp
on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the pend-
ing bill would continue for 2 years the
Renegotiation Act of 1951, as amended,
by making that act effective with re-
spect to receipts or aceruals attributable
to performance under contracts or sub-
contracts through December 31, 1956.
The act expired on December 31, 1954,
but, as the Members know, due to the
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way in which the renegotiation process
works, no problems are caused by ex-
tending the act from that date.

It will be recalled that receipts and
accruals under defense contracts are not
now subject to renegotiation unless they
exceed $500,000 in a year. Also, when
the act was extended last year, the Con-
gress wrote in an exemption for stand-
ard commercial articles. These two
amendments exempted a considerable
amount of defense business from rene-
gotiation, and have enabled the Renego-
tiation Board to concentrate on areas
where renegotiation is most needed.

The gentleman from New York [Mr,
ReeEp] and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CarricG] have also intro=-
duced bills which would extend the Re-
negotiation Act 2 years. The President
has recommended that the act be ex-
tended for an additional 2 years, as pro-
vided in the bill before the House today.

Although it has become possible,
through better contracting and price re-
determination procedures, to eliminate
to some extent the uncertainty as to
what eventual fair prices to the Govern-
ment should be, renegotiation is still
necessary to insure that the Government
is protected against unreasonable prices
and gets value received on defense pro-
curement. This is particularly true in
the case of electronic and scientific mili-
tary equipment, where the Defense De-
partment must procure the very latest
types of supersonic aireraft and con-
tinually make modifications during the
production of such aircraft. It is also
true in those many areas where there
are limited sources of supply for items
that are essential to our mnational
defense.

Our defense expenditures still repre-
sent more than half of our national
budget; and renegotiation is the only
means by which, due to the peculiarities
of defense procurement, we can guar-
antee that our Government is getting
the maximum return on the dollars
spent on defense. The President in his
message requesting the 2-year extension
which is provided in this bill stated:

I make this recommendation because I
believe the welfare of the country requires it.

The committee adopted an amend-
ment to the bill to clarify a situation
arising out of a recent Treasury Depart-
ment ruling which several industries felt
would impose an undue burden on them.
It will be recalled that, where the re-
ceipts and accruals from contracts and
subcontracts were subject to renegotia-
tion, the Renegotiation Act of 1951 sus-
pended the application of the profit limi-
tations in the Vinson-Trammell Act and
in the Merchant Marine Act of 1936.

The provision suspending the applica-
tion of these other acts is very clear in
those cases where contractors and sub-
contractors are subject to renegotiation
under the Renegotiation Act. However,
a problem arose as to those cases which
were exempted from renegotiation under
section 106 of the Renegotiation Act.
The Treasury Department has held that
such exempted items were still subject
to the profit limitations of the Vinson-
Trammell Act and the Merchant Ma-
rine Act.
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